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TITLE:  WHITE AMERICANS‟ AFFECT TOWARD AFRICAN AMERICANS: 
PREDICTIVE POWER ON POLITICAL BEHAVIOR AND MEASUREMENT 
PROBLEMS  
 
MAJOR PROFESSOR:  J. Tobin Grant 
 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact white affect toward African 
Americans has on whites‟ racial policy opinions.  The study also identifies the difficulty 
of measuring affect in the traditional feeling thermometer.  Moreover, the study 
introduces and tests a new method for measuring affect that improves interpersonal 
comparability of reported affect by anchoring the respondents‟ self-placements. 
The study investigates the changes in the relationship between white affect toward 
African Americans and racial policy opinions of presidential election years between 1964 
and 2008.  Furthermore, the study tests a new method for measuring affect by having 
respondents rate where they believe groups representing points on an ordinal scale would 
belong on the scale.  The method allows for an adjustment of the respondents‟ self-
placement in relation to where the respondent places the group.   
The findings contained here show that affect can be an important predictor of 
white racial policy opinion and the strength of affect can vary over time.  In addition, the 
measurement of affect can be improved by utilizing anchoring objects in a survey to 
clarify the ordering of the scale for the respondents, as well as allowing for a reallocation 
of scores.   
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CHAPTER 1  
INTRODUCTION 
Purpose of the Study 
Racial politics have dominated American society from the founding of the United 
States, where the debate over slavery at the Constitutional Convention led to the Three-
Fifths compromise and influenced the formation of the U.S. Congress.  Only later with 
the end of the Civil War did the question of slavery come to an end, but shortly thereafter 
Jim Crow laws were implemented and a legal and social structure designed to ensure 
white dominance was created throughout the Southern United States.  During the 1950s 
and 1960s the walls of Jim Crow started to break, but these cracks were not without 
resistance.  The passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the support for desegregation 
from the national Democratic Party led to an evolution of the party system, with 
conservatives, particularly in the South, moving from Democrat to Republican (Carmines 
and Stimson 1989).   
During this time, social scientists began tracking attitudes toward racial policy.   
Support for desegregation policies in areas such as education, housing, employment, and 
public accommodations reached almost universal acceptance by the end of the 1970s 
(Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Page and Shapiro 1992; Schuman et al. 1997).  Despite 
such gains, whites were not united in support for government policies designed to rectify 
past and protect against future discrimination. Race continues to dominate other social 
categorizations such as class (Huckfelt and Kohfeld 1989), influence support for 
presidential candidates (Kinder and Sanders 1996), and is still strongly associated in 
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white Americans‟ minds with poverty (Gilens 1999) and crime (Mendelberg 1997; 
Valentino, Hutchings, and White 2002).   
The study here seeks to examine the impact that whites‟ negative feelings toward 
blacks has in the formation of white opinion.  One unique contribution of this study is the 
analysis of relationship between affect and racial policy preferences over a greater period 
of time than has been previously examined.  By using the Clarify package in my data 
analysis (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000), I am able to examine the impact that affect 
has on predicting the change in probability of support for racial policies.  Another 
contribution is that a new method for measuring affective evaluations is developed and 
tested.  This new method provides a more accurate measure of affect, by reducing 
problems of interpersonal comparability that is found in the traditional feeling 
thermometer.   
Statement of the Problem 
 Since the 1960s and 1970s old fashion “Jim Crow” racism based on biological 
superiority has faded to the fringes of American society (Page and Shapiro 1992; 
Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 1985; Schuman et al. 1997; Sniderman and Piazza 1993).  As 
old racism has dwindled there has also been an increase in support for principles of 
equality.  Nevertheless, public opinion still includes opposition to policies intended to 
help implement those principles.   The literature on these attitudes is split over why this 
opposition continues (Sears et al. 2000; Sniderman et al. 1991).  Some view this as a new 
form of racism which supplanted the older form (McConahay and Hough 1976; 
Meerteens and Pettigrew 1997; Sears et al. 1997).  Others see opposition as being based 
on race neutral principles, such as individualism (Sniderman and Piazza 1993).   
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 Modern racism theories state that affect toward African Americans helps shape 
white opinion. The theory that has garnered the most academic attention, symbolic 
racism, sees anti-black affect as being blended with the ideals of individualism (Sears and 
Henry 2003).  This mixture becomes a new, distinct form of racism that is different from 
the older form of biological racism that dominated the Jim Crow era.  Although agreeing 
that the impact of old racism has waned, social structure theories, such as laissez-faire 
racism, suggests that opposition grows out of group conflict where whites are interested 
in preserving their status as the dominate group and therefore blame blacks for creating 
their poor situation (Bobo 1999).   
Sniderman and Piazza (1993) view negative anti-black affect as simply old 
fashioned prejudice.  While prejudice still has a place in the formation of white opinion, 
that alone cannot explain white opposition to racial policies such as affirmative action.  
Instead, white opposition also stems from race neutral values and ideological positions 
(Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991; Sniderman and Piazza 1993; Sniderman, Crosby, 
and Howell 2000).   
 Despite an acknowledgement of the role of affect and the changes in racial 
attitudes there is a conundrum between of the stability of affect levels toward African 
Americans and affect‟s varying ability to predict policy preferences.  Schuman et al. 
(1997) find that white affect (as measured by feeling thermometers) of African 
Americans between 1964 and 1994 was stable.  This stability implies that affect would 
also have a stable impact on white racial opinion.  There is evidence that this assumption 
is incorrect.  For example, Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock (1991) find that in 1972 affect 
acts through the mediator of the principle of racial equality on policy positions in their 
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cognitive centered path models, which did not include a direct relationship between affect 
and policy.  Bloom (2003) expands on this original study, by testing the similar path 
models utilizing data from 1992.  He finds that the models where affect directly 
influences policy performs better than the models in which affect was not modeled to 
directly influence policy, and that affect has a strong impact on the respondent‟s racial 
policy positions.  This finding suggests that the impact of affect on policy positions may 
not be as stable as previously thought.  
The contextual nature of affect fits within Smith‟s (1993) theory of prejudice as a 
social emotion.  For Sniderman and Piazza (1993), different racial policy issues are best 
predicted by different variables.  For example, support of open housing policies would be 
influenced by different values than opposition to a race conscious policy such as 
affirmative action.  They propose a pluralistic approach to understanding white opinion, 
which takes into account the political nature as well as the racial nature of the debate.  
Smith‟s (1993) theory holds that racial opinions are influenced by the salience of racial 
identity.  The saliency of racial identity is shaped by external stimuli that can either raise 
or lower one‟s strength of identification to one‟s own group.      
Both Sniderman and Piazza (1993) and Smith‟s (1993) theories take into account 
external stimulus (e.g. the political environment) which may increase or decrease the 
saliency of group identification.  Although they both take into account the external 
environment, the ways in which the environment influences behavior in each theory is 
very different.  For Smith (1993), the stimulus leads to an appraisal which will invoke 
emotions and then dictates the behavior.   For Sniderman and Piazza (1993), the stimulus 
will raise the salience of different values that leads to an appraisal of the group and then 
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behavior.  The dependence of the stimulus in the environment to evoke values for 
appraisals (Sniderman and Piazza 1993), or emotions for appraisals (Smith 1993), to 
direct action suggest that the impact of affect may change over time due to the changes in 
the political environment. 
Measuring Affect: Feeling Thermometers 
Conceptually, affect and cognition are not the same, but they are interdependent 
(Stephan and Stephan 1993).  Affect is automatic while cognition requires conscious 
thought.  While affect has been found to influence opinion, it has been inconsistently 
operationalized.  For example, Tuch and Hughes (1996) operationalized their traditional 
prejudice measure as containing “several items commonly associated with anti-black 
affect” (732).  The items included whites‟ feeling thermometer ratings of blacks as well 
as cognitive racial stereotypes.  The cognitive items included were the respondent‟s level 
of agreement with statements attributing blacks‟ lack of success, to God making “the 
races differently” and that “blacks come from a less able race” (742).  Similarly, affect, 
measured through feeling thermometers, has been used as a measure of general prejudice 
(Bobo 1988; Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell 2000).    
Affect has been also measured directly as specific emotions, such as anger.  
Kuklinski et al. (1997) use “anger” in response to “a black family moving in next door” 
as a measure for general prejudice.  They also measure white anger toward affirmative 
action by replacing the black family item with “black leaders asking for affirmative 
action.”   This was done to determine if white opposition to affirmative action is based in 
large part upon anger toward affirmative action.  
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Kinder and Sanders‟ (1996) measure of racial resentment is also intended to 
measure affect.  Although the measure is very similar to the symbolic racism measure, 
the questions are designed to “distinguish between those whites who are generally 
sympathetic toward blacks and those who are generally unsympathetic” (106).  Calling 
the measure racial resentment instead of symbolic racism also appears to be an attempt to 
elevate the affective nature of the measure. 
Sears et al. (1997) treat affect, measured by the feeling thermometer, as a direct 
summary of feelings.  The feeling thermometer is assumed to measure a summary 
evaluation of whites‟ affective disposition toward blacks (Sears et al. 1997; Sears and 
Henry 2003; Valentino and Sears 2005).  This measure is the most common survey item 
used to measure affect (Krysan 2000).  The feeling thermometer is designed to provide a 
summary of affect. 
  Since it was first incorporated into the American National Election Studies 
survey in 1964, the affect of respondents toward 86 unique groups has been measured.  In 
the survey, the respondent is first given instructions on how to answer the feeling 
thermometer question and provided a card with additional descriptions and a visual 
representation of the scale.  The different verbal instructions used by the ANES 
throughout the years can be seen in Table 1.1.  Generally, the respondent is told verbally 
that ratings between 0 and 50 mean that he feels colder or less favorable toward the 
group.  A rating of 50 means that he feels “neither warm nor cold” toward the group and 
that a rating of between 50 and 100 means that he feels warm or favorable toward the 
group.   
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Table 1.1 
ANES Feeling Thermometer Question Wording 
Question Years 
“There are many groups in America that try to get the government or the American 
people to see things more their way.  We would like to get your feelings towards some 
of these groups.  I have here a card on which there is something that looks like a 
thermometer.  We call it a "feeling thermometer" because it measures your feelings 
towards groups. Here's how it works. If you don't know too much about a group or don't 
feel particularly warm or cold toward them, then you should place them in the middle, 
at the 50 degree mark.  If you have a warm feeling toward a group or feel favorably 
toward it, you would give it a score somewhere between 50 degrees and 100 degrees, 
depending on how warm your feeling is toward the group.  On the other hand, if you 
don't feel very favorably toward some of these groups--if there are some you don't care 
for too much--then you would place them somewhere between 0 degrees and 50 
degrees. 
“Negros. Where would you place them on the scale?” 
 
1964- 1968 
“As you know, there are many groups and persons in America that try to get the 
government or the American people to see things more their way. Please use the 
thermometer again--this time to indicate your feelings toward these groups or persons. 
“Blacks. Where would you place them on the scale?” 
 
1970 
“We'd also like to get your feelings about some groups in American society, using the 
feeling thermometer just as we did for the (1972: candidates; 1974: leaders). If we come 
to a group you don't know much about, just tell me and we'll move on to the next one. 
“Blacks. Where would you place them on the scale?” 
 
1972 - 1974 
“We'd also like to get your feelings about some groups in American  society.  When I 
read the name of a group, we'd like you to rate it with what we call a feeling 
thermometer.  Ratings between 50 degrees-100 degrees mean that you feel favorably 
and warm toward the group; ratings between 0 and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel 
favorably towards the group and that you don't care too much for that group.  If you 
don't feel particularly warm or cold toward a group you would rate them at 50 degrees.  
If we come to a group you don't know much about, just tell me and we'll move on to the 
next one. 
“Blacks. Where would you place them on the scale?” 
 
1976 
“I'd like to get your feelings toward some of our political leaders and other people who 
have been in the news.  I'll read the name of a person and I'd like you to rate that person 
using something called the feeling thermometer.  You can choose any number between 
0 and 100.  The higher the number, the warmer or more favorable you feel toward that 
person; the lower the number, the colder or less favorable.  You would rate the person at 
the 50 degree mark if you feel neither warm nor cold toward them.  If we come to a 
person whose name you don‟t recognize, you don't need to rate that person.  Just tell me 
and we'll move on to the next one. Our first person is... 
“And still using the thermometer, how would you rate the following (groups). Blacks” 
1980 - 2008 
 
Source: ANES 
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As is displayed in Figure 1.1, the card given to the respondent provides a little 
more guidance in answering the question.  The nine different levels on the card are rated 
moving from “very cold or unfavorable feeling” (0) to “very warm or favorable feeling” 
(100).    Although there are eight levels provided on the card, the respondent is free to 
respond with any value that he wishes to provide.  So, for example, the respondent could 
decide to give a temperature rating of 65, which would mean that the respondent feels 
something in between “a bit more warm or favorable feeling than cold feeling” and 
“fairly warm or favorable feeling.”   
 
1974 2008 
 
 
 
Figure 1.1 Examples of Respondent Cards 
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Table 1.2 provides a list of all 86 groups that have been included over the years.  
Some groups, like the American Communist Party, are included in the survey for only 
one or two years.  A few groups, such as blacks and liberals, have been included in every 
ANES survey since 1964.  In the survey the respondent is presented with the feeling 
thermometer questions for groups after they have already rated political and public 
figures.  Therefore, by the time the respondents are rating the groups they should already 
be familiar with the process.  The ordering of the groups is often random to reduce the 
impact of question ordering effects.   
The feeling thermometer has been shown to contain useful information about the 
respondent‟s level of affect toward a group.  Green (1988) finds that the feeling 
thermometer is able to accurately measure the direction of affect (i.e. if the respondent 
feels generally warm or cold).  Winter and Berinsky (1999) also show that there is some 
level of intensity that is captured by the scale.   
Despite being the most common ANES measure of affect in racial studies (Krysan 
2000; Sears et al. 1997) and holding some utility (Green 1988; Winter and Berinsky 
1999), the feeling thermometer has measurement problems.  As mentioned above, 
scholars have raised questions as to what exactly the feeling thermometer is measuring 
(Forina 1981; Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 1985).  The question does not ask for any 
specific emotion.  It simply seeks to elicit a measure of favorability or warmth.  What 
exactly does it mean to have a warm feeling toward blacks compared to a cold feeling?  It 
is assumed to represent a warm/cold summary dimension, but this is hardly as precise a 
measure of affect as measuring specific emotions such as sympathy, anger, or fear.  
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  Group 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2008
American Communist Party x
Americans for Democratic Action x
Anti-Abortionists x x x
Asian-Americans x x x x x
Atheists x
Big Business x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Black Militants x x x x x x x
Black Muslims x
Negros/Blacks x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Business x
Businessmen/ Business People x x x
Catholics x x x x x x x x x x x x
Chicanos, Hispanics x x x x x x x x x x x
Chrisitian Fundamentalists x x x x x x x x
Christian Anti-Communist Cursade x
Christian Coalition x x
Christians x
City and County Officials x
Civil Rights Leaders x x x x x x
College Educated People x
College Students x
Congress x x x x x x x x x
Congress of Racial Equality x
Conservatives x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Democratic Party x x x x x x x x x x x x
Democrats x x x x x x x x x
Easterners x
Environmentalists x x x x x x x x x x
Evangelical Groups x x x
Farmers x x
Feminists x x x x x
Gays and Lesbians x x x x x x x x x x
Hindus x
Illegal Aliens/Immigrants x x x x
Immigrants x
Intellectuals x
Israel x x
Jews x x x x x x x x x x x
John Birch Society x
Ku Klax Klan x
Labor Unions x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Lawyers x x x
Table 1.2
Feeling Thermometer Groups Included in the ANES over the Years
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Group 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2008
Liberals x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Men x x
Middle Class People x x x x x x x
Military x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Ministers who lead protest marches x x
Muslims x x
NAACP x
Newspaper Editors x
Older People/ The Elderly x x x x x x x x x x
Palestinians x
People on Welfare x x x x x x x x x x x x x
People who call themselves Political Independents x
People who live in cities x
People who live in suburbs x
People who riot in cities x x
People who use marijuana x x x x
People Working for the Federal Government x
Policemen x x x x x x x
Political Parties x x x x x x x
Politicians x
Poor People x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Protestants x x x x x x x x
Radical Students x x x x x
Reform Party x
Republican Party x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Republicans x x x x x x x x x x
School Teachers x
Southerners x x x x x x x x
Supporters of Abortion x
T.V. Commentators x
The Catholic Church x x
The Federal Government x x x x x x x x
The News Media x x
The Religious Right x
The U.S. Supreme Court x x x x x x x x
Vietnam War Protesters x
Wealthy/Rich People x x x
Whites x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Women x x x x
Women's Liberation Movement x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
working class people x x
Workingmen x x x
Young People x x x x x
Your own life x
Table 1.2 (continued)
Feeling Thermometer Groups Included in the ANES over the Years
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Schuman et al. (1997) worry about question ordering effects, because respondents 
are asked to rate a substantial number of different groups at the same time.  The concern 
is that while white opinion of blacks has not changed, whites have begun to lower their 
opinions of themselves.  If whites rate blacks first in the survey, whites may be lowering 
their ratings of other whites by applying “the norm of even-handedness” (Schuman and 
Ludwig 1983).  In other words, they may be attempting to rate the groups all at the same 
level to appear fair. 
Another concern is that the measure gives the illusion of an interval scale. 
Respondents have 101 unique points on which to place themselves and it is assumed is 
that there is a meaningful difference between the points on the scale (e.g. 65 is five points 
warmer than 60, which has the same difference as 95 and 100).  Respondents tend to use 
only 7 to 9 points on the scale, despite having so many options (Winter and Berinsky 
1999).  With such a large ordinal scale with vague differences, respondents have little 
guidance on how to place themselves on the scale.  This means respondents will apply 
their own definitions of what is warm and cold to a group or individual, but the 
respondents are not applying the same criteria (Winter and Berinsky 1999).  Also, 
because the questions deal with different racial groups there is a strong potential for 
social desirability effects (Berinsky 1999).  Oftentimes, to deal with these problems 
researchers will use the difference between the whites‟ feeling thermometer scores of 
blacks and their scores of whites.  If the concerns about “even-handedness” are correct, 
then whites‟ reduction in their ratings of other whites might give a false impression of an 
increase in affect toward African Americans (Schuman et al. 1997)  
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Regardless of the flaws in the measure the feeling thermometer provides 
information about the direction (Green 1988) and level of affect that the respond has 
toward an object (Winter and Berinsky 1999).  What is needed, however, is a method that 
retains these benefits while solving the problems of interpersonal comparability, since 
there is great variation between respondents‟ use of neutral points on the scale (Winter 
and Berinsky 1999).
1
   
To improve our use of feeling thermometers, I propose a new method for using 
feeling thermometers.  This method builds on recent advances in survey methodology 
that use “anchoring vignettes” to correct interpersonal comparability issues and provide 
for a more meaningful ordinal scale (King et al. 2004; King and Wand 2007; Wand 
2007).  Originally developed to deal with the difficultly in comparing survey results 
between countries, the anchoring vignettes technique can also be used to improve 
interpersonal comparability (Wand 2007).  By having the respondents rate other objects 
or vignettes that are designed to represent points on an ordinal scale, it is possible to 
adjust the respondent‟s self-placement in relation to where the respondent places 
vignettes.   
The original anchoring vignettes process gave respondents short stories about 
fictional individuals describing a situation that is related to a point on the scale.  The 
process that is tested here is similar to that process, but instead of vignettes, I use groups 
to represent points on the warm/cold scale.  By anchoring the respondents‟ self-
placement it is possible to improve interpersonal comparability and add additional 
information about how the respondent sees herself in comparison to other groups.  This 
                                                 
1
 Winter and Berinsky (1999) find that the variation in neutral points on the scale can vary by as much as 
18.9 degrees (16). 
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would be preferable to branching survey questions, since the branching technique still 
would still be susceptible to social desirability because there is no method to correct for 
respondents attempting to hide negative feelings behind lukewarm responses.   
Significance of the Study 
This dissertation examines the role of affect in models of white attitudes.  The 
study tests a new method for measuring affect that is designed to correct for problems of 
interpersonal comparability while still allowing for measurements of intensity.   One of 
the guiding subjects of this dissertation is the role affect plays in theories of white 
opinion formation toward racial policy.  However, the purpose of answering this question 
is not to develop a unified comprehensive role of affect in the formation of white opinion. 
Affect is important to a wide array of theories.  Symbolic racism measures capture the 
combination of anti-black affect and individualism (Sears and Henry 2003).  In subtle 
racism, it is not negative affect that is important, but the lack of positive affect.  Negative 
affect is considered to be a characteristic of blatant racism, but subtle racism is defined by 
the withholding of positive affect (Meertens and Pettigrew 1997; Pettigrew and Meertens 
1995; Pettigrew 2000; Tropp and Pettigrew 2005).  Group position theory sees affect as 
not a source of racial policy attitudes, but the result of conflict over group privileges 
(Bobo 1988).  In the political approach, affect can matter as it is related to general 
prejudice (Sniderman and Piazza 1993) or it can help shape white opinion on issues such 
as affirmative action (Kuklinski et al. 1997). 
Despite the theoretical importance of affect, the measurement of affect has been 
for the most part been assumed to be “good enough,” regardless of the evidence that the 
commonly used feeling thermometer may not accurately capture affect (Winter and 
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Brinsky 1999).  If affect is supposed to be important in many of the theories discussed 
above, it should also be treated as a variable of interest.  While the debate over whether 
symbolic racism is a new and unique form of racism is important, considering the role 
that affect is suppose to be playing in symbolic racism it appears as if the proverbial cart 
has been put in front of the horse.  For example, when the relationship between affect and 
symbolic racism was found to be weak, instead of questioning the measure of affect 
despite the serious concerns of interpersonal comparability problems and the “faux 
interval scale” raised by Winter and Bernisky (1999), Sears and Henry (2003) developed 
a new direct measure of the fusion of anti-black affect and individualism: black 
individualism.   
This dissertation also examines whether affect has the same predictive power for 
all racial policies.  Sniderman and Piazza (1993) propose that the various racial policies 
are determined by different factors.  For example, on social welfare issues (e.g. federal 
spending on aid to blacks), values of fairness and appraisals of effort shape opinion.  
Therefore, on social welfare issues prejudice (as far as it is related to affect) and ideology 
would influence white appraisals of blacks‟ effort and whites‟ sense of fairness.2  On the 
other hand, an equal treatment issue, such as fair housing laws, would be shaped by one‟s 
views on the proper role of government in assuring equal opportunity and treatment. 
 Sears et al. (1997) find that strongest predictor of all racial policy opinions is the 
symbolic racism scale.  Since the symbolic racism scale is suppose to be a combination of 
anti-black affect and traditional values such as hard work and self-reliance, it would be 
                                                 
2
 Interestingly, the two measures used by Sniderman and Piazza (1993) to measure fairness are also two 
questions that commonly make up symbolic racism scales.    
16 
 
expected that negative affect alone would also be predictive.  In this study, I test if affect 
plays a significant role in opinion formation across a variety of racial policy issues.   
A natural extension of the Sniderman‟s and Piazza‟s (1993) pluralistic approach is 
that different variables may also have different predictive power over time.  Media 
frames and political arguments concerning race and racial policy are not static (Kellstedt 
2003).  As previously stated, Bloom (2003) finds that while in 1972 affect did not have a 
significant impact on white opinion, in 1992 it did.  Bloom‟s findings are particularly 
fascinating considering that Schulman et al. (1997) show white affect toward blacks 
between 1972 and 1992 did not change.  In 1972 the mean white feeling thermometer 
rating of blacks was 61 degrees.  In 1992, the mean white feeling thermometer rating of 
blacks was also 61 degrees (184-185).  Despite no change in white affect toward blacks, 
affect‟s role in shaping white opinion on racial policy had changed (Bloom 2003).  This 
change could have been from measurement error or it could be due to changes in how 
respondents shape their policy opinions. The problem is that due to the questions 
concerning the accuracy of the feeling thermometer, we cannot say for certain.    
This leads to the question of whether the predictive power of affect in white 
opinion formation has changed over time.  What makes this dissertation unique is that I 
examine the impact of affect not simply in one or two years, but across the 44 years in 
which the feeling thermometer has been included in the ANES survey.  By analyzing 
affect over such a long period of time, I am able to determine if and when affect has been 
a significant predictor for white racial policy opinion.  Other studies only examine the 
relationship between white affect toward African Americans and opinion of racial policy 
issues in one or two years (Bloom 2003; Sears et al. 1997; Sniderman, Tetlock, and 
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Brody 1991; Tuch and Hughes 1996), while other studies have looked at the changes in 
racial policy over time (Schuman et al. 1997).  Combining these two approaches, this 
study looks at the change in the predictive power of affect over time across a variety of 
racial policy issues.   
Since the feeling thermometer suffers from interpersonal comparability issues and 
provides a false interval scale (Winter and Berinsky 1999), we need to develop ways to 
make it more precise.  As is the case with almost all survey measures, the feeling 
thermometer is far from perfect, but the feeling thermometer suffers from having more 
potential for measurement error than most.  It has been assumed that respondents are all 
applying similar criteria when they place themselves on the scale.  Differential item 
functioning (DIF) occurs when two respondents are interpreting the points on an ordinal 
scale in different ways.    In this dissertation, I test a survey technique similar to 
anchoring vignettes developed by King et al. (2004) to attempt to correct for DIF.  The 
technique tested here uses groups instead of vignettes to anchor respondents‟ ratings.  
Each group represents a different point on the continuum of cold to warm.  For example, 
“members of an exclusive country club” are expected to be rated as having lower levels 
of affect than “proud Obama supporters.”3  The respondent is asked to place each group 
on the feeling thermometer scale and then place themselves.  By examining the 
respondent‟s self-placement relative to how they also rated the other groups it is possible 
to readjust the respondent‟s score and correct for the differing criteria being utilized by 
the different respondents.  Also, if the respondent is using the same criteria across all of 
the groups, the technique can potentially reduce inflated socially desirable responses.  For 
example, if a respondent rates “members of an exclusive country club” at a 65, “proud 
                                                 
3
 Both of these examples are groups that were used as anchoring objects.   
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Obama supporters” at a 75 and rate themselves at 60, it does not matter that they rated 
everyone as somewhat warm.  We still know that they rate themselves lower than the 
lowest group.  That means they feel colder than the coldest reference on the measure. 
Another advantage of this technique is that it can allow for a more specific 
interpretation of a respondent‟s feelings toward African Americans.  For example, a 
respondent who rates themselves above “members of an exclusive country club,” but 
below “proud Obama supporters” provides us with a more meaningful measure than 
simply “fairly warm or favorable.”     
A final advantage that is provided by this technique is that by using a censored 
hierarchical ordered probit model (CHOPIT), I am able to more accurately test what 
variables are correlated with the feeling thermometer.   
 This dissertation is limited to survey data, both national and regional.  The 
measures that are provided in the surveys may not be the ideal measures.  For example, 
there are no measures of emotions such as anger and fear toward blacks.  This would 
have been helpful in assessing the relationship between the general feeling thermometer 
and specific emotions.   
I do not seek to answer the question of which theory of white opinion formation is 
correct.  I am only testing the power of affect as a predictor of white opinion and how the 
measure could be improved.  Improved measures can help lead to more fully developed 
theories and better theories of racial attitudes.       
Organization of the Remainder of the Study 
 In Chapter 2, I review the literature and research focusing on the most prominent 
theories of white racial policy opinion formation.   The theories that I specifically focus 
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on are symbolic racism, subtle racism, general group position theory, the pluralistic 
political theory, and the theory of prejudice as a social emotion.  The purpose of this 
chapter is to identify the theoretical role that affect towards African Americans has in 
shaping racial policy opinion.  I find that affect is an important component in all of the 
major theories of white opinion formation on racial policy, and therefore, more concern 
should be applied to its measurement and application.       
I test the ability of affect to predict racial policy opinion in Chapter 3.  The 
purpose of this chapter is to show where and when affect is a predictor of white opinion 
across a variety of racial policy issues across time, but it is not a static predictor.  Using 
ANES data of presidential election years from 1964 through 2008, I develop logit models 
that test the impact of affect, as measured by the feeling thermometer, on explicitly racial 
issues.  These included segregation, federal involvement in school integration, open 
housing, fair treatment, bussing, federal spending on aid to blacks, affirmative action, 
level of comfort about with the prospect of a black president, and if whites make better 
candidates for elected office.  I also test similar models on issues that are often related to 
race (but not explicitly racial), including welfare and federal spending on the poor.  The 
results of the predicted change in probability of support for each of issue are displayed 
utilizing the Clarify add-on for STATA (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000).  I find that 
despite there being little change in feeling thermometers toward African Americans over 
the years (Schulman et al. 1997), the relationship between affect and policy is not as 
static as the levels would imply.  The results show the predictive power of affect on racial 
attitudes across a variety of racial policies, with the notable exceptions of affirmative 
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action and welfare.  These findings point to the importance of affect in our understanding 
of the origins of white opinions of racial policy. 
The purpose of Chapter 4 is to compare the stability of white feeling thermometer 
ratings of blacks with the changes in racial attitudes and other feeling thermometers over 
a similar period of time.  The racial attitude questions are from the General Social Survey 
(GSS) and are more racial norm questions than they are questions pertaining to 
government policy.  I find that while white racial attitudes have markedly changed over 
the years, white feeling thermometer ratings of blacks have not.  When compared to 
white feeling thermometers ratings of other groups, many feeling thermometer ratings 
exhibit similar levels of stability, and some groups, such as Hispanics, Jews, and 
Catholics, closely resemble each other in change in mean scores over time.  On the other 
hand, whites‟ ratings of themselves and of gays and lesbians do show a more dynamic 
change.  In the case of white‟s ratings of themselves, the mean feeling thermometer score 
has steadily declined to almost the same level as white ratings of African Americans.  For 
gays and lesbians, the mean feeling thermometer score has sharply moved up since the 
1984 to an almost neutral rating of 50.  
The reason for this chapter is to determine if feeling thermometer ratings are 
inherently stabile, or if this is something that is unique to white ratings of African 
Americans.  Clearly, there have been changes in white racial attitudes that have not been 
reflected by the feeling thermometer.  On the other hand, in the example of gays and 
lesbians, the feeling thermometer does a fairly good job of capturing the change in 
attitudes toward issues of gay rights.  It is not a measure that should be summarily 
dismissed, as Schulman et al. (1997) suggest, but it should not be used without caution.    
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Chapter 5 further outlines the potential problems inherent in the feeling 
thermometer measure.  These are interviewer effects, question ordering effects, social 
desirability, and differential item functioning.  Beyond pointing out the problems inherent 
in the feeling thermometer, this chapter describes the anchoring vignette process and the 
differences and similarities between anchoring vignettes and the anchoring objects 
method that is used in this study.  The possibility of using objects, such as groups, instead 
of vignettes could provide for a more cost effective method of implementing an 
anchoring technique to surveys.    
In Chapter 6, I test the results of the anchoring objects method described in 
Chapter 5.  The findings of these tests show that conservatives, liberals, and moderates 
interpret the feeling thermometer differently.  This can lead, especially in the case of 
conservatives, to respondents overstating their feelings toward African Americans.  Also, 
those with higher levels of education are more likely to correctly order the groups.  
Originally, self-reported religious service attendance and feeling thermometer ratings 
were correlated.  Those who report going to church weekly are far more likely to report 
originally warmer feelings toward African Americans, suggesting those who are more 
susceptible to social desirability effects are rating African Americans higher than those 
who are not.  This relationship goes away once the anchoring groups are accounted for in 
the model.  The results show that the anchoring objects method is a promising method to 
be further pursued in future studies and, due to the impact of DIF, researchers should 
attempt to correct for it whenever possible.  
In Chapter 7, I review and discuss the findings of the dissertation, conclusions, 
and recommend directions for future study.  Affect is a key component of theories on the 
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formation of white opinion on racial policy, and, as measured by feeling thermometers, 
can be a strong predictor of white opinion of racial policy.  Nevertheless, the feeling 
thermometer has many shortcomings, such as not being able to reflect the changes that 
have occurred in racial attitudes over time.  These problems are most likely related to the 
flaws inherent in the application of the feeling thermometer, but it could be possible to 
correct for them by utilizing an anchoring technique, such as anchoring objects. 
Future studies should test both anchoring objects and anchoring vignettes to better 
gauge the costs and benefits of applying one technique over another.  Different objects 
should also be tested to measure a wider range of the warm/cold dimension.  Further, 
surveys should reduce the feeling thermometer scale from 101 unique values to a scale of 
1 through 10.   
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CHAPTER 2 
THE ROLE OF GROUP AFFECT AND PUBLIC OPINION TOWARD RACIAL 
POLICIES 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the theoretical role affect takes in 
shaping public opinion on policies designed to help racial minorities.  In existing studies, 
affect towards African Americans has an ambiguous role.  Affect towards blacks has 
been tested as a measure of traditional prejudice (Tuch and Hughes 1996), a separate 
variable along with other measures (Sears et al. 1997), and sometimes indirectly through 
stereotypes or a general prejudice measure (Sniderman and Piazza 1993).  In the 
following chapter, I will lay out the various theories of white racial opinion formation 
and how affect shapes opinion in each theory.   
Race has been and continues to be one of the most prominent and defining 
features of American politics.  Stemming from the years of slavery to the era of Jim Crow 
and into modern times, America has had to deal with what Mydral (1944) refers to as an 
“American dilemma.”  The dilemma is the conflict between the aspirations of the ideals 
America and reality of America‟s treatment of African Americans.  The political 
transformation of the South, from Democratic to Republican, was built upon the reaction 
to the civil rights movement and the rise of racial policy conservatism (Carmines and 
Stimson 1989).  Unlike nations in Europe where class is the defining characteristic of 
politics, in America it is race (Huckfelt and Kohfeld 1989).  Great differences exist in 
white and black opinions concerning the state of race and racial policy (Schulman et al. 
1997).  The racial differences in public opinion go beyond racial policy to include a 
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variety of government policies, such as social spending, social issues, and feelings of 
alienation from government (Kinder and Sanders 1996, 29-31).   
The prominence of race in American politics has naturally led to a plethora of 
research.  A common finding in the literature of white racial policy opinion is that white 
affective appraisals toward blacks influence white racial attitudes.  Bobo (1988) finds that 
affect can influence opposition to the black political movement as well as increase the 
perceived ideological differences between whites and blacks.  Affect has an impact on 
voting behavior, as Jackman (1976) observes negative affect toward blacks increases 
support for segregation, which then leads to warmer feelings to the pro-segregation 
presidential candidate George Wallace. Also, Sears et al. (1997) find that white affect of 
blacks can predict opposition of Democratic presidential candidates as well as support for 
Republican presidential candidates.    
In the realm of racial policies, when measured independently affect predicts white 
opinion on federal spending on programs benefiting blacks (Sears et al. 1997) and 
opposition to policies designed to help blacks (Tarman and Sears 2005).  On the issue of 
affirmative action, white affect toward African Americans has mixed results in predicting 
opinion.  Hughes (1997) finds anti-black affect to be a weak and inconsistent predictor on 
attitudes toward affirmative action and Sidanius, Pratto, and Bobo (1996) find no 
significant correlation.
4
 
When discussing the relationship between affect and racial attitudes it is 
important to examine the different theories of racial policy opinion formation and the role 
that affect plays within those theories in order to identify the ways in which affect is 
                                                 
4
 It appears the relationship between affect and affirmative action in Hughes‟ (1997) analysis is dependent 
on model specifications.  In some models there is a weak relationship and in other models there is no 
significant relationship.   
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expected to shape public opinion.  The link between white affect towards African 
Americans and white attitudes towards programs that are designed to help African 
Americans is acknowledged in most racial opinion theories (Bobo and Fox 2003; Sears et 
al. 2000).  Within symbolic racism, anti-black affect mixed with individualistic values to 
form a unique form of racism (Sears and Henry 2003).   
Subtle racism is defined as an absence of positive and negative affect combined 
with the belief that the outgroup does not share the same values (Pettigrew and Merteens 
1995).  Gaerter and Dovidio‟s (2005) averse racism grows out of the conflict between 
one‟s negative (often unconscious) feelings toward blacks and a genuine commitment to 
racial equality.  Within group position theory affect is the result of intergroup competition 
(Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith 1997).  In both group position theory and symbolic racism 
anti-black affect is also of importance as a measure of traditional prejudice (Sidanius, 
Pratto, and Bobo1996; Sears et al. 1997).   In the pluralistic political model insofar as 
affect is seen as prejudice, prejudice can shape white opinion (Sniderman and Piazza 
1993; Sniderman and Piazza 2000).  For Smith‟s (1993) theory of prejudice as a social 
emotion, negative affect is developed from an individual‟s appraisals of a group which in 
turn directs action.  
Definition of Affect 
 Affect is seen here as a separate and partially independent system and can occur 
before cognition (Amodio and Devine 2006; Zajonc 1980; Zajonc 1984).
5
  The 
disassociation of affect and cognition come from the fact that affective learning is 
separate from semantic (or cognitive) learning, and the two are associated with different 
                                                 
5
 There are other conceptualizations of affect that are not discussed here.  For a good discussion of the 
history of the conceptualization of affect in psychology, see Cornelius (1996). 
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parts of the brain (LeDoux 2000).  Affect occurs before cognition and affective reactions 
cannot be consciously controlled (Zajonc 1980).  The affective reactions may be 
separated from the content upon which they were originally based (Zajonc 1980).  
Cognitive justifications may be placed on the on the feeling, but these are often post hoc 
rationalizations that are not part of the original unconscious affective reactions.  Affective 
reactions toward African Americans can be markedly different than stereotyped based 
reactions (Amodio and Devine 2006).   
Although there are many models of measuring emotions, the model most relevant 
for this dissertation is the valence model.
6
  In this model emotion can be placed on a 
single dimension of positive to negative.  The model suggests that people develop 
feelings of like or dislike toward an object, and as the likes toward and object increases, 
the dislikes toward an object should decrease (Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen 2000).  
For example, as one feels more pride toward African Americans, the anger felt should 
decrease.
7
    Since the feeling thermometer is the primary measure of affect in racial 
politics it is clear to see how this measure conforms to this conceptualization of affect as 
being bipolar (0 cold feeling to 100 warm feeling). 
Over the years different methods have been devised to test for hidden negative 
emotions and attitudes towards African Americans (Amodio and Devine 2006; Fazio et 
al. 1995; Greenwald et al. 1998).  One of those methods is the Implicit Association Test 
(IAT), which tests the speed of associations to words that are positive with good and 
                                                 
6
 For a good discussion of the various models of emotions and their history see Appendix A and B in 
Marcus, Nueman, and MacKuen (2000).  
7
 It should be noted that this model has fallen out of favor in psychology, but it is still prevalent in political 
science (Marcus, MacKuen, and Neuman 2011).  Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen (2000) advocate for a 
dual system mode of affect in which the presence of one emotion does not mean the absence of another.  
For respondents often feel both enthusiasm and anxiety toward political candidates and the increase in 
anxiety does not lead to a decrease in enthusiasm.  Under the valence model the two should be negatively 
correlated.   
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negative with bad, as well as images of black and white faces (Arkes and Tetlock 2004; 
Greenwald et al. 1998).  The speed of the associations test how the subject implicitly 
feels toward African Americans.  The subjects who have an easier time associating 
positive with white faces are therefore showing a preference for whites, even if they are 
not conscious of it.  Although the method is contained to laboratory studies, it has found 
some intriguing results, such as those with positive implicit attitudes toward Hispanics 
were more likely to support Hispanic candidates in the absence of partisan cues (Kam 
2007).  However, this method is not without its critics, who wonder if the associations 
may reflect cultural stereotypes or supposed prejudicial emotions may be due to 
cognitions that are not prejudice (Arkes and Tetlock 2004).   
Psychological Theories 
New racism theories claim that the nature of racism has changed over the years 
from the older, blatant version into new, less obvious forms of racism.  According to 
Sears et al. (2000) the theories that can be classified more broadly as psychological 
theories are symbolic racism, subtle prejudice, averse racism, ambivalent racism, and 
authoritarian personality.  There is evidence that these theories could be part of a single 
racial attitude dimension, with each theory representing different parts of that continuum.  
Taking inspiration from Myrdal‟s (1944) rank ordering of the forms of discrimination, 
Kleinenning and Hagendoorn show that biological racism, symbolic racism, and averse 
racism are all part of the same racial attitude dimension (1993).  Table 2.1 shows some of 
the new racism theories on a continuum from nonracist to biological racism.  The first 
form of racism is not actually racism, but the absence of racism.  One who is a nonracist 
does not believe that one group is naturally better than the other.  Differences between 
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humans are learned and therefore there are no superior races or cultures.  They are 
accepting of the different culture of the outgroup and do not have any issue with 
integrating culturally and physically with the outgroup (Kleinenning and Hagendoorn 
1993).    
 
Table 2.1 
Forms of Racism 
Topic Nonracist Aversive 
Racism 
Ethnocentrism Symbolic 
Racism 
Biological 
Racism 
Nature/Nurture Difference in human capacities are learned Differences 
between ethnic 
groups are innate 
Superiority No Superior Races Cultural Superiority of ethnic ingroup Biological 
superiority of 
ethnic ingroup 
Threat Outgroup is no 
threat, but 
rather 
enrichment 
Contact with 
outgroups is 
threatening/ a 
social problem 
Outgroup forms a cultural threat/ 
societal problem 
Ethnic groups 
are a biological 
threat / a racial 
problem 
Rights Equal Rights No rights for 
equality / 
submission 
Rights for 
equality, but 
not more than 
deserved 
Outgroups have 
no rights (to be 
here) 
Adjustment Outgroups are free to live 
according to their own culture 
Outgroups must 
adjust to ingroup 
Outgroups are 
free to behave 
as they like 
within limits 
Outgroups 
cannot adjust / 
must be excluded 
Segregation No cultural or 
physical 
separation 
between groups 
Distance 
towards 
outgroups 
Cultural separation between ethnic 
groups 
Physical 
segregation of 
races 
Distance No distance 
from outgroups 
                ------- Increasing social distance from outgroups ------ 
Ideal Society Pluralism as 
ideal society 
Ingroup culture should be dominant and accepted by 
outgroups 
Homogenous and 
“pure race” 
society 
Source: Kleinpenning and Hagerndoorn (1993, 24) 
 
Closest to being nonracist is averse racism, as both a nonracist and averse racist 
share the same beliefs in equal rights, that the differences in human capacities are 
learned, and that there are no superior races or cultures.  Despite this commitment to 
those ideals, averse racists have “unacknowledged negative feelings about blacks” 
(Gaertner and Dovidio 1986, 62).  These negative feelings are not hostile or hateful.  
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They are based on “discomfort, uneasiness, disgust and sometimes fear” (63).  In order to 
avoid this conflict of egalitarian values and negative feelings, averse racists will attempt 
to avoid contact with blacks.   
It should be noted that the while subtle prejudice is not in the above table, 
Meertens and Pettigrew (1997) suggest that subtle prejudice would be between averse 
racism and symbolic racism.  This is a logical place for subtle racism on the scale, since it 
shares many similarities with both averse racism and symbolic racism.  Subtle racism‟s 
view on affect stems out of a similar emotional state as averse racism.  The major 
difference is that subtle racists do not have negative feelings, they simply do not have 
positive feelings toward the outgroup (Pettigrew 1998). 
Ethnocentrism is one of the oldest identified forms of racism.  Sumner (1906) 
describes it as a form of racism where the members of the ingroup “nourishes its own 
pride and vanity, boasts itself superior, exalts its own divinities, and looks with contempt 
on outsiders” (13).  It believes in ingroup cultural superiority and an exaggeration of what 
makes their culture unique (13).  As Adorno et al. (1950) define it, the outgroup must be 
kept subordinate and separate from the dominate group (150).  It is interesting that on the 
adjustment, rights, and segregation rows in Table 2.1 Kleinpenning and Hagerndoorn 
(1993) place ethnocentrism as closer to averse racism.  On those factors ethnocentrism 
seems to be closer to biological racism, since ethnocentrism represents a denial of rights 
to the ingroup as well as a belief that outgroup must conform to the ingroup‟s cultural 
norms.   
Kleinpenning and Hagerndoorn (1993) place symbolic racism as closer to 
biological racism, because of it is “an expression of some of the negative feelings” that 
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make up biological racism, which can also be called old racism (McConahay and Hough 
1976, 24).  Symbolic racism is defined by a blending of negative affect toward blacks 
with individualistic values.  Symbolic racists believe that African Americans are no 
longer discriminated against, do not work hard enough, and are too demanding on society 
(Sears et al. 1997).   
Biological racism, or old racism, is the belief in the genetic superiority of one‟s 
race (Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith 1997; Kinder and Sanders 1996; Kleinpenning and 
Hagerndoorn 1993; McConahay and Hough 1976; Myrdal 1944; Pettigrew and Meertens 
1995; Sears et al. 1997).  Old racism is defined by the rigid view that blacks should be 
kept separate from whites in all areas and should have no rights.  This was the dominate 
view throughout much of American history, especially in the American South (Bobo, 
Kluegel, and Smith 1997; Myrdal 1944).   
Affect is not mentioned explicitly in the table, but theoretically it can be expected 
that each grouping would contain different levels or mixtures of positive and negative 
affect.
8
    While there are many different social psychological theories, for the purposes 
of this chapter I will focus on the more prominent theories and not include theories such 
as authoritarian personality theory and covert racism.
9
   
                                                 
8
 Averse racists have unconscious negative feelings about blacks (Gaertner and Dovidio 2005).  Symbolic 
racism is a blend of anti-black affect with individualistic values (Sears et al. 1997). 
9
 Authoritarian personality theory is an update of the theories of Adorna et al. (1950).  Authoritarians are 
those who are highly submissive to authority, aggressive, and have a strong adherence to social conventions 
(Altemeyer 1994).  Authoritarianism correlates highly with prejudice and this prejudice has been found to 
come from the authoritarian‟s personality quirks of being both more fearful of the world and self-righteous.  
Being fearful of those who they see as different and the feelings of self-righteousness prime authoritarians 
to be more prejudiced (137).  There has been little research on the relationship between authoritarianism 
and opinions on public policy (Sears et al. 2000).   
The concept of covert racism puts forth the idea that the social norms against the overt expression of 
prejudicial beliefs is so strong, that those who have such beliefs hide them and overtly conform to the social 
norm.  Whites connected to a fake lie detector are more willing to express negative attitudes toward African 
Americans than those who are not (Sigall and Page 1971).  The concept of covert racism is not the same as 
the other theories presented in that it is not a different form of prejudice, but it is more a question of how do 
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Symbolic Racism 
Symbolic racism addresses the continuation of stereotypes in the post civil rights 
era (Kinder and Sears 1981; McConahay and Hough 1976; Sears and Jessor 1996).  
According to this theory, old racism, characterized by beliefs of genetic inferiority of 
African Americans, became socially unacceptable as the civil rights movement unfolded.  
Despite the decline of old racism, many whites still held negative stereotypes of African 
Americans.  Also, whites and African Americans expressed different levels of 
commitment to the policies intended to help African Americans overcome the social and 
economic difficulties created by segregation and other discriminatory practices.  
Symbolic racism is a new belief system developed to permit whites to justify their 
opposition to these programs, and is it argued that this belief system constituted a new 
form of racism (Kinder and Sears 1981; Sears and Jessor 1996; Sears et al 1997; Tarman 
and Sears 2005).
10
   
Symbolic racism is a combination of negative affect with a belief that African-
Americans do not hold standard American values.  Those who are classified as symbolic 
racists believe African-Americans reject the values of hard work and self reliance.  They 
are not willing to “pull themselves up by their bootstraps” and instead are “looking for a 
handout.”   Symbolic racists also suggest that there are no longer barriers which limit the 
                                                                                                                                                 
we get around the problem of measuring prejudice when there are such strong social norms.  Attempts to 
access direct “pipelines” to racial attitudes include presenting the respondents with visual stimuli and 
measuring the respondents‟ reactions.  These measures are considered to be better than the self-reported 
measures since they work around social desirability effects (Fazio et al. 1995).  A similar line of work is the 
Implicit Association Test (IAT) (Greenwald et al. 1998).    
10
 Over the years symbolic racism has taken on other forms such as racial resentment (Kinder and Sanders 
1996) and modern racism (McConahay 1982).  Each of these theories are similar to symbolic racism and 
have only minor differences in how susceptible they are to social desirability effects (Sears et al. 2000, 
363).   
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possibilities of advancement for blacks.  Arguing that the end of segregation has 
eliminated de jure racism, symbolic racists proclaim that the playing field has been 
leveled (Sears et al. 1997). Symbolic racism is distinct from old racism and is a separate 
dimension (Kinder 1986; Hughes 1997; Tarman and Sears 2005) 
As a result, symbolic racists conclude that the only people preventing integration 
from being complete are blacks themselves.  The symbolic racist‟s arguments are laid out 
in a series of themes (Tarman and Sears 2005), which are 
“(1) blacks no longer are especially handicapped by racial discrimination, but that 
(2) they still do not conform to traditional American values, particularly the work 
ethic, as well as obedience to authority (as in schools, the workplace, or law 
enforcement) and impulse control (concerning such issues as alcohol, drugs, 
sexuality, and prudent use of money).  Nevertheless, (3) they continue to make 
illegitimate demands for special treatment and (4) they continue to receive 
undeserved special treatment from government and other elites.”  The four 
dimensions are “antagonisms towards blacks‟ demands, resentment about special 
favors given to them, and denial of continuing discrimination” and the failure of 
blacks to work hard (371).”   
So what role does affect have in the theory of symbolic racism?  Under this theory the 
negative affect toward blacks is learned early in life through socialization along with 
negative stereotypes.  This negative affect is then blended with the negative stereotypes 
and is used by symbolic racists to guide their formation of policy opinions.   
Hughes (1997) expresses concern over the definition of symbolic racism being a 
combination of anti-black affect and individualism, since affect and individualism were 
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not found to be the strongest predictors of symbolic racism.  In response, Sears and 
Henry (2003) attempt to clarify the role affect plays in symbolic racism by fusing affect 
and individualism into a scale they call “black individualism.”  The scale is created by 
replacing the word “people” in general individualism survey items with “blacks.”  By 
turning the individualism item into a racial item Sears and Henry hope to tap into 
negative black affect.  For example, the question “Even if people try hard they often 
cannot reach their goals” was turned into “Even if blacks try hard they often cannot reach 
their goals” (emphasis added).  The assumption is that anti-black affect will manifest 
itself through the question just by placing the word “black” into the question.  The new 
fused affect and individualism measure correlates better with symbolic racism scales than 
the traditional measures of affect.  The “black individualism” measure also correlates 
directly with policy preferences, but it is primarily mediated through symbolic racism 
(Sears and Henry 2003). 
 
 
Figure developed from Sears and Henry 2003.  The broken line shows represent the weaker direct 
effect. 
 
Figure 2.1 The Structure of Symbolic Racism 
 
Symbolic Racism 
Individualism Negative Affect 
Racial Policy 
Black 
Individualism 
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Figure 2.1 describes the theoretical structure of symbolic racism.  Symbolic 
racism begins with the negative black affect and the values of individualism (e.g. hard 
work and self reliance), both of which are learned from early socialization experiences.  
The anti-black affect fuses with individualism and becomes a new form of affectively 
charged racialized individualism, which Sears and Henry (2003) refer to as black 
individualism.  Black individualism is distinct from economic individualism because it 
contains a “distinctly racial component” (272).   
Black individualism affect on racial policy opinion is mostly mediated through 
symbolic racism, which has the largest direct effect.  Nevertheless, black individualism 
still has a direct effect on racial policy opinion as well.  This direct influence is 
significantly weaker than that of symbolic racism (Sears and Henry 2003). 
It could be argued that the reason why the correlation is so high between black 
individualism and symbolic racism is due to the similarity of the concepts being 
measured.  The symbolic racism scale has questions that are similar and tap into the same 
ideas as the new black individualism scale.  For example, the black individualism item, 
“Most blacks who don‟t get ahead should not blame the system; they really have only 
themselves to blame,” and the symbolic racism item, “It‟s really a matter of some people 
not trying hard enough; if blacks would only try harder they could be just as well off as 
whites,” are very similar questions.  Both questions ask respondents if they believe blacks 
are responsible for their own situation.  The survey item for symbolic racism that 
measures the concept that “blacks should work harder” is very similar to the black 
individualism measures.   
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While affect is important to the theory of symbolic racism, Krysan (2000) has 
argued that symbolic racism does not do enough to distinguish between emotion and 
cognition.  This criticism holds some merit since in the past, affect has been measured 
indirectly through stereotypes (Sears et al. 1997).  Also, when attempting to fuse affect 
with individualism into what Sears referred to as black individualism, the measure still 
appears to be more cognitive than affective.  Take the black individualism item, “Most 
blacks who don‟t get ahead should not blame the system; they really have only 
themselves to blame.”  While most certainly affect and stereotypes are related, the later 
implies cognition, while the former, as measured through a feeling thermometer, would 
represent summary judgment (Sears et al. 1997).  As Sears (2001) points out in his theory 
of symbolic politics, the “evaluation of the attitude object is cumulative and rapidly 
becomes detached from its informational origins” (23).  Although affect may be 
originally based on or related to cognitive stereotypes, the attachment of the cognitive 
stereotypes to the affective evaluation should be expected to fade and therefore become 
independent of the original stereotypes (Sears 2001).  
Subtle Prejudice and Averse Racism 
Taking a different approach on the change from old or blatant racism to “new 
racism,” subtle prejudice is partly the result of an absence of positive affect.  Subtle 
racism has been applied mostly to describe the relations between majorities and 
minorities in many European countries including France, the United Kingdom, and 
Germany (Tropp and Pettigrew 2005; Pettigrew 2000; Pettigrew and Meertens 1995; 
Meertens and Pettigrew 1997).  Proponents of the theory of subtle racism also argue that 
racism has changed over the years and now manifests covertly.  As Meertens and 
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Pettigrew describe, “Blatant prejudice is the traditional form; it is hot, close, and direct. 
In contrast, subtle prejudice is cool, distant, and indirect” (1997, 54).  Blatant prejudice is 
measured through questions that reveal outright dislike towards minorities based on 
perceived biological inferiority and is essentially identical to the more American-centric 
old racism.  Subtle prejudice, on the other hand, is measured by questions that measure 
perceived threats to traditional values, lack of positive affect towards the group, and 
perceived extreme cultural differences between the ingroup and the outgroup (Petigrew 
1998, 83).  Subtle prejudice is suspected to be related to, yet distinctive from, symbolic 
racism as they both look at the acceptance of social values and fall somewhere in the 
continuum in Table 2.1 between averse racism and symbolic racism (Pettigrew and 
Meertens 1995). 
 
 
 
Figure 2.2 The Structure of Subtle Prejudice 
 
Of particular interest to this chapter is the difference in how affect is 
conceptualized in subtle racism compared to affect‟s conceptualization in symbolic 
racism.  As stated previously, in symbolic racism affect is measured as a negative feeling 
or as the difference between a white‟s opinion of whites and his opinion of blacks.  In 
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contrast, the subtle racism measure is a lack of positive affect.  It is not necessarily 
negative; it is just that subtle racists do not ascribe positive feelings toward a minority 
group.  This is based on Dovidio, Mann, and Gaertner‟s (1989) finding that many whites 
reject negative stereotypes of blacks, but they apply more positive stereotypes to their 
own group and withhold positive affect from blacks.  Therefore, the outgroup was not 
viewed negatively but the ingroup was viewed more positively than the outgroup.     
Research in subtle racism illustrates that affective connections to individual 
outgroup members increases the affective connection to the outgroup as a whole.  This 
contrasts with cognitive contacts and cognitive measures of prejudice.  Affective 
connections through interpersonal contact reduce levels of prejudice, because the 
connections are more generalizable to the group.  In cognitive interpersonal connections 
to an outgroup member the outgroup member is seen as an exception to the rule and 
therefore the previously held negative stereotype is not discarded in the case of new 
information (Tropp and Pettigrew 2005).  The same logic could be applicable to a theory 
such as symbolic racism, which is defined as a blending of the two different components 
of prejudice (affective and cognitive); this blending predicts how contact influences 
changes in the respondent‟s opinions on racial policies.  The negative affect toward 
African Americans, for example, is more susceptible to change through interpersonal 
contact with African Americans while the stereotypes are not.   
Critics argue that new racism theories are simply an attempt to paint conservative 
ideological opposition to racial policies as racist (Sniderman and Piazza1991; Sniderman 
et al. 1991).  To counter, Meertens and Pettigrew (1997) have put forth considerable 
effort to show that their theories are conceptually and dimensionally separate from 
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ideological conservatism.  While subtle racism does shares similarities with political 
conservatism, subtle prejudice measures follow more closely with conservatives with 
lower education, political interest, higher feelings of group deprivation, and those who do 
not have intergroup friends (61).
11
  Conservatism in general correlates more with blatant 
racism than it does with subtle racism.   
Those who are not conservative experience a conflict brought about by their 
rejection of the blatant racism and their support for egalitarian ideals. This conflict 
invokes feelings of anxiety and causes those with the conflict to avoid contact with 
blacks.  Even though subtle racists support color-bind principles and reject blatant forms 
of prejudice, when they are presented with any reason to discriminate against the 
outgroup they will use that reason as a justification for discriminatory behavior (Meertens 
and Pettigrew 1997; Pettigrew and Meertens 1995).  Whenever a door is opened to allow 
subtle racists to discriminate, they will take that opportunity.     
Although it has only been applied to interpersonal interactions, averse racism 
proposes that many whites who believe they are not prejudiced still harbor negative 
feelings and beliefs about blacks (Gaerter and Dovidio 2005).  These whites feel 
sympathy for past treatment and they also endorse fair treatment for all races.  On the 
other hand, they unconsciously hold feelings of uneasiness toward blacks and this 
uneasiness causes them to attempt to avoid interaction.  Averse racists will not only avoid 
interactions, but will engage in behaviors that can ultimately harm blacks. 
                                                 
11
 Group deprivation is a measure of how much better a respondent feels their group‟s overall situation has 
become relative to the outgroup‟s situation.  In this case it is measured by the question, “Would you say 
that over the last five years people like yourself in [France] have been economically a lot better off, better 
off, the same, worse off, or a lot worse off than most [North Africans] living here?” (Meertens and 
Pettigrew 1997, 57) 
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The negative feelings that are harbored by averse racists are unconscious and stem 
from viewing blacks as an outgroup as well as an anxiety created by a desire not to 
appear prejudiced.  The use of the word “averse” in averse racism refers to two different 
types of aversion.  The first is that they find interracial interactions averse and secondly 
they find thoughts of being prejudiced averse.  
Averse racists will not discriminate in situations where the social norms of 
behavior are well-established.  This is because the averse racist does not view himself as 
racist.  In situations where the social norms are not well defined the averse racist may 
discriminate against blacks and will use non-racial justifications.   
Sociological Theory - Sense of Group Position  
Group position theory looks at group conflict as the origin of white opinions of 
racial policy. Under this theory, old racism was not the origin of racial issue opinions 
such as support for segregation.  Instead, it was the justification used to validate the 
existing social and economic order.  The change in economic conditions necessitated a 
change in the justification for the existing economic disadvantages for blacks.    
This theory is built upon the idea that “people differentiate themselves from 
others through the use of group categories, accompanied by a belief in ingroup 
superiority.”  In the case of white attitudes toward African Americans, African 
Americans are seen as different because they do not share the same values as whites.  
These include the beliefs that African Americans do not place the same value on hard 
work as whites and African Americans are looking for handouts.  This creates a belief in 
ingroup moral superiority.  The idea of ingroup superiority leads the members of the 
groups to “view members of the outgroup as alien and different” (Sears, et al. 2000, 24).  
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The stereotype outgroup rejection of ingroup values is similar to new racism theories 
such as symbolic racism.  The defining difference between social structure theories and 
theories of modern racism is the origin of the stereotypes.  In modern racism they are a 
product of socialization, while in social structure theories stereotypes are justifications 
applied to the existing social structure (Bobo 2000a).     
Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith (1997) further develop this view into what they 
describe as “laissez-fare racism.”  According to this theory, the free-market values that 
are held by many white Americans are used as justifications for the inequalities that are 
between the white and black populations.  Laissez-fare racism‟s explanation for the 
decline of biological racism is based in the social and economic changes occurring in the 
South (e.g. decline of cotton production and the migration of blacks to the North).  As the 
economic and social conditions which fueled biological racism began to fade, the 
persistence of the racial inequalities became justified based on race neutral values of free 
markets and abolition of de-jure segregation.   
According to proponents of this view, the dominant groups believe that their 
group has a legitimate claim “to superior status, power, and other resources.”  The 
dominant group sees outgroup claims to resources as a threat to the resources the 
dominate group claims as rightfully theirs.  This leads the dominant group to see all 
challenges to the current power relation as a threat (Sears et al 2000, 24).   
In this theory, affect, and the “cognitive underpinnings” which manifest itself in 
prejudice, come from the conflict over the interest of the groups.  The feelings develop 
out of perceived threats to resources and power.  The dominant group justifies their 
feelings by stereotyping the outgroup as not sharing the dominant group‟s values and 
41 
 
therefore inferior.  Being inferior, they do not have a rightful claim to the privileges of 
the dominant group.  The dominant group is aware of the threat the lower status groups 
represents and is cognizant of the fact that these resources and privileges are finite.  
Therefore, “the sense of group position model views the affective and cogitative 
underpinnings of prejudice as flowing from directly from realistic conflict over group 
interests and perceptions of threat from inferior groups” (Sears et al 2000, 24).   
The prejudice that manifests itself out of the conflict is “negative emotional 
feelings” toward members of a group in general and individually and can include “rigidly 
held and inaccurate stereotypes.”  The source of this prejudice can be found in 
“psychological antipathy and stereotypes” and comes directly from a concern in 
protecting the group‟s privileged position (Bobo 1988, 289).  Since the prejudice is based 
largely on the perceived threat to the group‟s position, as the threat goes away the 
negative affect would likely subside.  This is different from the new racism theories, 
which tend to view affect towards minorities as being independent of perceived threats to 
resources or status.  
The Pluralistic Political Approach 
Taking a different approach from the new racism theories, the politically based 
theory finds that new racism is nothing new (Sinderman and Piazza 1993; Sniderman, 
Crosby, and Howell 2000).  In fact, according to their findings new racism is essentially 
old racism.  By focusing only on bigotry, new racism ignores the role that politics play in 
generating opposition towards racial policies (Sinderman and Piazza 1993).   Since 
debates are framed in ideological terms, it is only logical to expect politics to have a 
preeminent role in opinion formation. 
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The logic behind influence of political ideology can be seen in the conservative 
viewpoint that problems should not be solved by the government and government 
intervention simply exacerbates problems. As Ronald Reagan famously said “government 
is not the solution to the problem; government is the problem.”  It is an ideological 
viewpoint in the realm of economic and social policy, therefore it should be expected that 
attitude would apply to racial policies.   
Another difference with modern racism theories is that new racism treats all racial 
policies as the same policy and therefore the same variables would have equal impact. 
Sniderman and Piazza (1993) advocate a pluralistic approach to modeling race policy 
issues, where different values will play different roles for different issues.  They indentify 
three categories of racial policies: social welfare, equal treatment, and race-conscious.  
The social welfare issues would include policies intended to alleviate the hardships of 
those at the bottom end of the economic scale and therefore values of fairness and effort 
would shape opinion.  On the other hand, an equal treatment issue, such as fair housing 
laws, would be shaped by one‟s views on the proper role of government in assuring equal 
opportunity and treatment (Sniderman and Piazza 1993).   
In this theory negative affect is conceptualized as traditional racial prejudice.  
Sniderman et al. (1991) find that affect has a significant influence on opinion and the 
influence is strongest on those who are least educated.  In a later study, Sniderman and 
Piazza (1993) show that prejudice (measured by anti-Semitism) has a strong indirect role 
mediated through the evaluation that blacks are not putting in enough effort to change 
their situation.  Prejudice and ideology shape the evaluations of the effort blacks are 
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putting in to change their situation and through that evaluation the policy opinion is 
partially formed.   
Affect is not as strong of a predictor of opinions on welfare and affirmative 
action, but attributions for racial inequality are.  At the same time there is a relationship 
between affect and attributions and affect may serve a mediator role for the attributions 
(Nelson 1999).  Racial prejudice and affect are conceptualized and operationalized as a 
unified concept and racial stereotypes are bipolar. In other words, as negative stereotypes 
of blacks decrease, positive stereotypes increase (Levine, Carmines, and Sniderman 
1999).   
 Since conservatives have an ideological opposition to government involvement in 
racial policies, prejudice has a greater impact on liberals and Democrats whose prejudice 
subdues their ideology.    On the other hand, a non-racist conservative is just as likely to 
oppose affirmative action as a racist conservative.  Liberals are not more likely to be 
prejudiced than conservatives, but racism in liberals is easier to detect (Sniderman, 
Crosby, and Howell 2000).  Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell (2000) refer to this 
conundrum as “the paradox of the interaction of racial prejudice and political ideology” 
since “where prejudice is more common – namely, on the political right – it is less 
important; where it is less common – namely, on the political left – it is more important” 
(256).   
  One key to understanding the paradox is the difference that education and 
intellectual sophistication makes in the shaping of white opinion.  Liberals who possess 
the intellectual sophistication to apply liberal values and ideology do not depend upon 
prejudice for their opinions, as opposed to those with lower levels of sophistication 
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(Sniderman and Piazza 1993; Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell. 2000).  The ability of 
sophistication to reduce the impact of prejudice provides hope for reducing prejudiced 
based opinions in whites.  The role of sophistication is buttressed by findings concerning 
political knowledge and how an increase in political knowledge also leads to an increase 
in support for liberal racial policies (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996). 
There is some debate on the strength of affect as a predictor of attitudes, and 
evidence suggests that the role of affect may have changed since the 1970s.  Sinderman, 
Brody, and Tetlock (1991) find that affect is mediated through support of the principle of 
racial equality and does not play a direct role in forming racial opinion in 1972.  More 
recently Bloom (2003) displays in his 1992 models, inspired by Sinderman, Brody and 
Tetlock‟s (1991) models, that affect directly influences policy and it can also influence 
ideology. 
Prejudice as a Social Emotion 
A more recent view on affect‟s role in formulating opinions toward policy is the 
idea of prejudice as a social emotion.  According to this view the saliency of one‟s group 
identity will cause people to feel emotions as a group.  It resembles the way in which 
identifying with one‟s favorite sports team will cause one to feel happiness when the 
team succeeds and dismay at a loss.  Prejudice can be defined as “a social emotion 
experienced with respect to one‟s social identity as a group member, with an outgroup as 
a target” (Smith 1993, 304).  As can be seen in Figure 2.3, when one‟s group identity is 
salient a person then appraises the outgroup members‟ behaviors which then leads to a 
prejudiced emotion.  The emotion subsequently guides the individual to an opinion to not 
support a racial policy.   
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Figure 2.3 The Structure of Prejudice as a Social Emotion 
 
  Whenever an outgroup is appraised, it produces an emotional response which then 
guides the action the member of the ingroup would take against the outgroup.  For 
example, if a white person sees an African American woman using food stamps at the 
store to buy a steak or another perceived luxury, the white person may feel anger toward 
that individual.  Also, because the race of the woman is at the time salient, the white 
person would view the African American woman as a member of the homogeneous 
outgroup which does not deserve these benefits.  This would guide the decision making 
process of the white person to the opinion that these benefits should be cut in order to 
harm the undeserving outgroup (Smith 1993, 205).    
The stimulus is received by an individual (a black woman using a food stamp) and 
this triggers negative affect which then facilitates the retrieval the relevant stereotype 
(welfare queen).  The stereotype is reinforced by the stimulus, further solidifying the 
view that blacks are abusing the welfare system.  This model also represents a reverse 
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causality of the political model above where the affect mediated the appraisal of blacks 
putting forth enough effort.  The concept of prejudice as a social emotion is not one that 
has received much attention.  The potential of the theory is that it can be applied not only 
toward racial prejudice, but to any ingroup/outgroup dynamic.   
Discussion 
 Affect toward minority groups plays a prominent role in many of the theories of 
racial attitudes and racial policy opinion formation.  In the theory of symbolic racism 
anti-black affect fuses with individualistic values to form symbolic racism (Sears and 
Henry 2003).  Pure anti-black affect is also of importance as a measure of traditional 
prejudice (Sears et al. 1997).  In subtle racism, the lack of positive and negative affect 
distinguish subtle mixes with a belief that the outgroup does not share the same values 
(Pettigrew and Merteens 1995).  In the group position theory affect is seen as being a 
product of the competition between the dominate group and subordinate groups.  Here 
racial prejudice represents attitude toward the proper relations between groups (Bobo, 
Kluegel, and Smith 1997).    In the pluralistic political view, there is no distinction 
between old or new prejudice.  Bigotry is bigotry and affect is another measure of that 
bigotry (Sniderman and Piazza 1993).  Although it is just another measure of bigotry it 
still can shape white opinion, but it is most effective in shaping those of lower education 
levels and liberals (Sniderman and Piazza 2000).  In the prejudice as a social emotion 
model, affect is the emotion that arises from the group appraisal which then directs 
behavior (Smith 1993).  
There is still debate on the process of affect shapes opinion, but there is consensus 
that affect towards African Americans plays a role in forming whites‟ opinions on racial 
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policy.  There is, however, little research on the impact of affect over time.  As 
mentioned previously, Bloom (2003) found that while affect was of little consequence in 
the 1970s models developed by Sniderman, Brody and Tetlock (1991), in the 1992 ANES 
affect was a major predictor.  This raises the question of if affect plays different roles in 
different periods of time, or is it a stable predictor of white opinion.  To answer this 
question, in the next chapter I test for the impact of affect on racial policy opinion on 
presidential election years between 1964 and 2008.   
 Consistent with the political model‟s idea that the formation of white opinion 
toward different racial issues can be a mix of different values playing different roles, the 
strength of affect as an independent variable can vary.  Sometimes racial prejudice can 
play a strong direct role in predicting white opinion.  At other times it is mediated 
through predicting an attribute judgment, which then forms the opinion.  More research is 
needed in order to determine what policy areas affect has a more direct effect.  Further 
research might suggest, for example, that where affect is a poor direct predictor, affect 
will have a mediated role.  I expect that affect should have a direct and stable role in 
predicting policy opinion on overtly racial policies, because the feelings toward the target 
group will be made salient by the racial nature of the policy.   
 Affect is part of the fusion that makes up symbolic racism, but at the same time it 
is treated separately from general prejudice.  When measured separately as prejudice, it 
has been measured directly through a feeling thermometer or indirectly through racial 
stereotypes.  Conceptually, however, stereotypes represent cognition and not affect 
(Amodio and Devine 2006).  While those who have negative stereotypes may also have 
negative affect towards blacks, a stereotype requires a conscious cognitive evaluation.  At 
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the same time affect is more than a simple stereotype, because if measured directly from 
a feeling thermometer it is tapping into a summary judgment of a group or object.  It is 
normally “treated as the as the simplest and most purely affective index of racial 
prejudice” (Sears et al. 1997).        
 There are also issues related to the measurement of affect.  Much of the research 
above assumes that the feeling thermometer is an acceptable measure of affect.  While 
Winter and Bernisky (1999) find that the feeling thermometer does convey information 
about affect and Green (1988) concludes that the feeling thermometer definitely measures 
direction, there are many flaws with the measure.  One flaw is that the measure can suffer 
from interviewer effects and possibly item placement (Schulman et al. 1997).   
 It has been noted in several studies that white feeling thermometer ratings of 
blacks are relatively stable (Bobo 1988; Schuman, Steeh and Bobo 1985; Schuman et al. 
1997).  This consistency has led Schuman et al. (1997) to comment that “although it is 
tempting to treat thermometer scores as measures of profound affective orientation by 
whites toward blacks, an orientation that remains constant over the long stretch of time 
that has seen more “superficial” measures vary, it is far from clear exactly what is 
captured by these scores and how meaningful they are” (188).  However, other research 
has shown that feeling thermometer scores do measure affective direction (Green 1988) 
and do provide “significant information about respondents‟ affect toward political 
groups” (Winter and Berinsky 1999, 17).  It is possible that the stability of affect over 
time may hide a dynamic role it has over racial policies.  It has been assumed by 
Schuman et al. (1997) that because white affect toward African Americans has not 
changed much over the years that it is not associated with opinion.  This could be a 
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function of the problems in measuring affect or how we have previously gauged its 
impact.  In the next chapter, I examine the effect of stability of affect over time since I do 
not have a way of measuring measurement stability.  The fact that the measure appears to 
be a stable measure suggests that any measurement error found in the feeling 
thermometer is likely consistent.   
 As Sniderman and Piazza (1993) have pointed out, different racial opinions are 
formulated varyingly.  If that is the case we could also reason that at various points in 
time on multiple issues affect can have different predictive power.  In the following 
chapter, I will be exploring this question.  By examining the relationship of affect with a 
variety of racial policy issues over the years 1964 through 2008, I hope to further clarify 
where and when affect has had an impact.   
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CHAPTER 3  
EFFECTS OF AFFECT ON WHITE ATTITUDES TOWARD RACIAL 
POLICIES 
In the previous chapter, I showed that many of the theories of the origin of white 
racial policy opinion, especially those of modern racism, posit that anti-black affect plays 
a role in the formation of opposition to racial policies.  What is different about this study 
is that previous studies have fixed their gaze on variables such as the symbolic racism as 
measured through the belief that blacks reject American values (Rabinowitz et al. 2009; 
Sears and Jessor 1996; Sears et al. 1997; Tarman and Sears 2005), or that individuality, 
prejudice, and ideology about the role of government are what drive white opinion 
(Sniderman et al. 1991; Sniderman and Pizza 1993; Sniderman et al. 2000).  These 
questions, while important, do not pay much attention to the unique role affect plays in 
the formation of these opinions.   
Since 1964, the American National Election Study has been asking respondents to 
place themselves on a 0 to 100 scale that is meant to represent how they feel toward 
African Americans.  This chapter examines the relationship between whites‟ “feelings” 
toward blacks in the presidential election years between 1964 and 2008 and racial policy 
positions.  I analyze the predictive power that affect has had from 1964 to 2008 on 
different race related issues.
12
  The results demonstrate that affect has played and 
continues to play a strong role in the formation of white opinion on racial policy. 
 
 
                                                 
12
 Due to the changes in surveys over the years there is not one issue that has been consistently polled 
throughout the entire 44 year period.  That said, there are plenty of issues that have been polled repeatedly 
during that time. 
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Importance of Affect 
 Chapter 2 outlined the conceptual role of affect in the various theories of white 
opinion towards racial issues.  In the theory of symbolic racism, negative affect mixes 
with the belief that blacks reject traditional American values such as of hard work and 
self-reliance.  That combination forms the origin of the symbolic racist‟s opinions on 
racial policies.  Affect has been consistently tested along with symbolic racism measures 
and has a statistically significant relationship with a range of racial policy issues (Sears et 
al. 1997).  Subtle racism is based on an absence of positive affect and a combination of 
exaggerated cultural differences and a lack of traditionally held values within the 
outgroup (Meertens and Pettigrew 1997; Pettigrew and Meertens 1995; Pettigrew 2000; 
Tropp and Pettigrew 2005).  The group position theory holds that the white belief in 
ingroup superiority is the basis for the justification of whites‟ privileged position in 
society.  Negative affect develops from a perceived threat towards the privileged position 
(Bobo et al. 1997; Bobo 2000a; Sears et al. 2000).  Taking a different approach, the 
political theory posits that while prejudice has a role in shaping the opinions of whites on 
racial policy, there are race neutral values that can explain white opposition of racial 
policies (Sniderman and Piazza 1991; Sniderman and Piazza 1993).  For issues such as 
affirmative action, the levels of white opposition cannot be explained by racial prejudice 
alone (Kuklinski et al. 1997).  The goal of this chapter is not to sort out which theory is 
correct, but rather to display that affect is clearly an important predictor and, therefore, 
any potential measurement issues should be corrected for if possible.    
 Previous research has not focused on the impact white affect toward blacks has 
had on shaping opinion over an extended period of time.  Over the last 47 years, white 
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racial attitudes have undergone many changes (Bobo 2000b; Mayer 1993; Page and 
Shaprio 1992; Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 1985).  While the attitudes have changed the 
formation of those attitudes should have changed as well.  More importantly, in the past 
affect has not been singled out as the sole variable of interest, and therefore has not had 
its impact on the probability of support for racial programs measured.  While affect is 
often included in the models, it is simply added as a usual suspect and the discussion of 
the results is minimal or not mentioned at all.  Although affect theoretically holds great 
importance and has been found to consistently be statistically significant, the attention 
paid in the previous literature has been wanting.  The scant attention may largely be due 
to the size of the coefficients in relation to concepts such as symbolic racism or 
individualism (Krysan 2000). 
Methods 
The data from this chapter is from the American National Election Study (ANES). 
The years selected are the presidential election years of 1964 through 2008.  The choice 
to use the presidential years was to both manage the number of years presented and 
attempt to keep consistency in the independent variables, and because presidential year 
surveys tend to include more variables and respondents.  Since I am interested in white 
opinion, all non-white respondents were dropped from the data sets.   
The analysis uses logit regression in STATA.  The results are presented utilizing 
the Clarify add-on for STATA (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000).  An advantage to 
utilizing Clarify is that it simulates the change in probability of support for the dependent 
variable across the full scale (0 to 100) and give a visualization of the impact of the 
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variable while controlling for the other independent variables.  The full logit results are in 
the Appendix.     
Independent Variables 
The independent variables used throughout this study are diverse.  Since this 
study is utilizing data from 1964 through 2008 it was not possible to develop models 
including the same variables for each year.  Black affect was measured utilizing a feeling 
thermometer asking respondents to rate how they feel toward blacks on a scale of 0 to 
100.  White affect was measured using an identical scale.  In all years except 1964 and 
1968 ideology was measured with extremely liberal as 1 to extremely conservative as 7.  
In 1964 and 1968 there was no ideology question so a substitute question asking if the 
respondent believes the government should guarantee jobs and income was used as a 
proxy for ideology.   
Party identification was measured with a collapsed 3 point Democrat, 
Independent, Republican scale.  From 1964 through 1976 a question asking if whites in 
the respondent‟s neighborhood supported segregation was used to control for a general 
racial climate.  Income was measured as percentile from 1964 through 2004 and 
measured in income categories in 2008.   Political south was measured as a dummy 
variable where 1 = former Confederate states.  A symbolic racism scale was developed 
using four questions used in previous research in symbolic racism (Hughes 1997; Kinder 
and Sanders 1996; Sears et al.1997; Valentino and Sears 2005).  The questions from the 
1992, 2000, 2004, and 2008 ANES are:  
(1) “Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make 
it difficult for blacks to work their way out of the lower class.” 
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(2) “Irish, Italians, Jewish and many other minorities overcame prejudice and 
worked their way up.  Blacks should to the same without any special favors.” 
(3) “'It's really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if blacks would 
only try harder they could be just as well off as whites.” 
(4) “Over the past few years blacks have gotten less than they deserve.” 
An individualism scale was created with three questions from the 1992, 2000, 2004, and 
2008 ANES asking respondents to pick between two contrasting choices (Hughes 1997): 
(1) “One, the main reason government has become bigger over the years is 
because it has gotten involved in things that people should do for themselves; 
or two, government has become bigger because the problems we face have 
become bigger.” 
(2) “One, we need a strong government to handle today's complex economic 
problems; or two, the free market can handle these problems without 
government being involved.” 
(3) “One, the less government the better; or two there are more things that 
government should be doing.” 
Both the symbolic racism and individualism scales were coded so that the higher scores 
would represent both higher levels of symbolic racism and individualism.  The full 
question wording for other questions used can be found in the Appendix.   
Dependent Variables 
Since 1964, the issues of racial politics and the subsequent policies have changed 
and, because of this, no one question has been asked consistently from 1964 through 
2008.  The dependent variables that will be reported below are segregation, school 
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integration, open housing policies, bussing programs, government assurance of fair 
treatment for blacks, support for government spending on aid for blacks and other 
minorities, and affirmative action policies.  Two dependent variables asking respondents 
opinions on spending on the poor and poverty and spending on welfare were also 
included.  These were included to test for the impact of affect on two issues that were not 
explicitly racial.
13
  Also, because of the unique situation of the 2008 election, where, for 
the first time in history, a major political party nominated a black presidential candidate, 
there were two questions asking if the respondent feels comfortable about the prospect of 
a black president and if whites make better political candidates.  While these questions do 
not have to deal with any government policy, their inclusion should be of interest, since if 
affect matters for policy it should also matter when it comes to more direct electoral 
choices.   
Results 
Affect and Segregation 
 Between the years of 1964 and 1976 the ANES asked respondents both their 
feelings towards African-Americans and segregation.  Various studies show that support 
for general segregation has decreased over time (Mayer 1993; Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 
1985; Schulman et al. 1997; Page and Shapiro 1992). 
There is a potential problem related to the dependent variable.  The survey item 
asked respondents if they supported segregation, something in between, or desegregation.  
The response option of “something in between” could be problematic, since one either 
supports segregation or not.  Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo (1985) find the large number of 
                                                 
13
 Although welfare has been shown to be related to racial policy (Gilens 1995), it is less explicit than the 
other policies. 
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respondents stating support for the something in between could be an artifact of the 
question ordering. The federal involvement in school integration question preceded the 
segregation question in the ANES and, through a split-ballot survey, Schuman, Steeh, and 
Bobo (1985) show that there is evidence that this could have had an impact on the results 
(96).  In order to work around this two models were tested, one treating the “something in 
between” option as missing and the other treating the something in between option as the 
same as segregation.  In both cases, affect was still statistically significant and, in the 
omitted model, affect had a greater impact opinion than the combined model which 
combined segregation with something in between.  The results of the combined model are 
reported below.  The results of the missing model are in the Appendix.     
In all four of the logit models testing the correlation between affect and the 
respondent‟s opinion on segregation, affect had a significant negative correlation with 
support for segregation.  In the simulated models, it is important to note that simulations 
hold that the respondents are outside the political south.  All other variables are held to 
their mean.  Figure 3.1 shows the change in probability of supporting segregation as a 
respondent moves from a feeling thermometer position of 0 to 100.  In all of the years, 
the probability of supporting integration increases as one‟s affect towards blacks 
increases.  The level of uncertainty (represented by the length of the bars) also increases 
as black affect increases, which means at the top of the scale affect does not provide the 
same level of certainty as the bottom. 
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1964 1968 
  
 
1972 
 
1976 
  
 
Figure 3.1 Probability of Opposing Segregation Outside the Political South by Affect toward 
African Americans 
 
Affect and School Integration 
One of the few racial policies consistently polled throughout the period of time 
analyzed in this study is that of government ensuring school integration.  Since Brown v. 
Board of Education of Topeka, the subject of school integration was one of great 
importance but the federal role in assuring integration was limited.  In the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act there were provisions that forbade federal funds from going to segregated 
schools, and after that the federal government started to increase its role in moving 
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schools away from segregation (Hochschild 1984).  Black schools did not have the same 
resources as white schools, which helped lead to a disparity in educational results 
between them.   
 In the years 1964 through 1976, 1992 and 2000, the ANES asked respondents if 
the federal government should be involved with seeing that white and black children go 
the same schools.  From those years the level of white support for a federal role in 
ensuring integration (when not including the “don‟t know/no interest” responses) ranged 
from approximately 31% in 1976 to a high of 48% in 2000.  As has been pointed out by 
Page and Shapiro (1992, 72) these numbers hide a large amount of “don‟t know/no 
interest” responses, and when “don‟t know/no interest” responses are added in the peak 
level of support is only 33% in 2000.   
 Figure 3.2 exhibits the results of the simulated change in probability as black 
affect increases based on the logit models.  It is clear that the respondents‟ feelings 
towards African Americans have a strong impact, especially in 1964 and 1968.  But as 
time passed the magnitude faded to the point where in 2000 (the last year the question 
was asked) the slope of the change in probability had started to level off and the 
variable‟s coefficient was no longer significant in a two-tailed test.  In 1972, 1976, and 
1992, the levels of uncertainty resemble a bow-tie pattern where the level of uncertainty 
narrows around a score of 60 and begins to widen again around a score of 70.  It is also of 
note that the change in probability related to affect changes between the years of 1976 to 
2000, where the coefficient is no longer distinguishable from zero.  The apparent 
diminishing role of affect suggests that affect may not play the same role for an issue 
over time, and other variables may start to matter more while affect matters less.    
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Figure 3.2 Probability of Supporting  School Integration Outside the Political South by Affect 
toward African Americans 
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Affect and Open Housing 
One question concerning integration, but not specifically about a certain 
government policy, is, “Should African-Americans be allowed to live anywhere they 
please?”  Although this is not a particular government policy, the question of if blacks 
have the right to live where they choose to live is an important one and shows the 
respondents‟ acceptance of the civil rights policies put forth in the Civil Rights Acts of 
1964 and 1968.   
 The simulations in Figure 3.3 show that the impact of black affect on shaping 
opinion towards open housing declined between the years of 1964 to 1976.  During that 
same time the opinions of whites on open housing changed as well since the as support 
for open housing moved from 69% in 1964 to 91% in 1976.  As the opinions of whites 
moved to a more unified position, the change in probability also decreases significantly.  
By 1972, even an affect score of 0 would still probably support open housing.   
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Figure 3.3 Probability of Supporting Open Housing Outside the Political South by Affect toward 
African Americans 
 
Government Assurance of Fair Treatment 
The most frequently asked question since 1964 is, “Should the government assure 
fair treatment of African-Americans and other minorities?”  This question measures the 
respondent‟s belief about the role the government should play in protecting minorities 
from discrimination.  During the period of time studied here support for government 
assurance ranged from a low of 42% in 1968 to a high of almost 50% in 1992.   
 The change in support for government assurance of fair treatment by change in 
black affect is shown in Figure 3.4 for the years of 1964 through 2008.  During that time 
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black affect was significant in all but 2004.  Also, it should be noted that affect remains 
significant despite having an individualism and symbolic racism measure included in the 
years 1992, 2000, and 2008.  The relationship between black affect and fair treatment is 
not a stable one, as can be seen in the changes in slope of and the level uncertainty.  In 
the years 1964 and 1996 the level of uncertainty are much lower than in the years 2000 
and 2008.  The level of certainty appears to narrow as black affect reaches the mean score 
as well.   
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Figure 3.4 Probability of Support for Government Assurance of Fair Treatment Outside the 
Political South by Affect toward African Americans 
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2004 (p> 0.73) 
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Figure 3.4 Probability of Support for Government Assurance of Fair Treatment Outside the 
Political South by Affect toward African Americans (continued) 
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Busing 
One of the most controversial programs undertaken to ensure racial integration in 
schools was that of public school busing.  The practice would take students from districts 
with majority black schools and bus them to districts with majority white schools, and 
vice versa.  On the whole, this program was fairly unpopular with whites.  In 1972 busing 
was opposed by approximately 90% of white respondents in the ANES, and that opinion 
held fairly consistently until 1984 (87% opposed).   
 Figure 3.5 displays the results of the Clarify simulations based on the coefficients 
for the logit models.  The original 7 point variable was collapsed into a dummy 
variable.
14
  It was collapsed for two reason:  because the distribution was heavily 
weighted toward the opposition to busing; and to allow for a logistic regression.  Despite 
almost monolithic opposition for busing policies, black affect is significant under a two-
tailed test in every year except 1984, where it is significant only in a one-tailed test.  
Nevertheless, the change in probability from 0 to 100 is minute.  As can be seen below 
the level of uncertainty increases as black affect increases, meaning that those at the 
lower end are more likely to oppose busing.  In the case of busing, it is clear that while 
black affect is a part of the story its role is not enough to explain white opposition.   
Bobo finds that busing fits better within the group conflict model than it did with 
symbolic racism (1983).  While symbolic racism and group conflict were not tested in 
these models it is clear that while black affect matters, it is far from the strongest 
predictor of white opposition of busing.  This suggests that much like Sniderman and 
Piazza (1993) suggest, opinions on different racial issues are shaped by different factors.  
Also, like Kuklinski et al (1997) find concerning white anger toward affirmative action, 
                                                 
14
 1 through 4 was coded as support and 5 through 7 as oppose. 
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feelings toward African Americans cannot explain the variance in white opinion on 
busing.  Race conscious policies do seem to violate a principle of fairness with white 
respondents. 
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1984 (p< 0.09) 
  
 
Figure 3.5 Probability of Support for Busing outside the Political South by Affect toward African 
Americans 
 
Federal Spending on Aid to Blacks 
The federal government provides funds for various programs designed to help 
blacks and other minority groups overcome previous or existing economic 
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opinion on federal spending on aid to blacks.  The spending measure was chosen since it 
forces respondents to decide if the spending should be increased, kept the same, or cut, 
instead of the alternative measure which asked respondents if they believed the 
government should help minority groups or if minority groups should help themselves.  
The “keep the same” and “cut” option were collapsed into one value turning the original 
measure into a dummy variable.     
 The simulated results based on the logit models‟ coefficients are presented in 
Figure 3.6.  These results fairly are consistent between the years with one‟s support for 
government spending on aid to blacks increasing as black affect increases.  The level of 
uncertainty decreases as black affect increases in 1984 and 1988, but in 1992 and 2000, it 
begins to increase slightly around a score of 70.  It should be noted that federal spending 
to assist blacks does enjoy a good deal of support with whites.  In 2000 for example 67% 
of white respondents wanted to continue current levels or increase spending. 
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Figure 3.6 Probability of Support for Increasing or Keeping the Same Levels of Government 
Spending on Aid to Blacks outside Political South by Affect toward African Americans 
 
Affirmative Action 
One of the most studied racial policy questions is affirmative action.  Affirmative 
action policies were set up in order to combat the previous discrimination that women 
and minorities had faced in education and employment.  These policies have been 
particularly controversial and feature a great division between white and black opinion on 
the issue.  White support for affirmative action has consistently been extremely low (e.g. 
in the ANES data the highest level of support for affirmative action was 13% in 1992).        
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 Within the models presented here, black affect has a very weak correlation with 
support for affirmative action.  Only in 1996 and 2008 did black affect‟s coefficient not 
cross zero on a 95% confidence interval.  Consistent with previous research, symbolic 
racism and individualism scales do hold a statistically significant relationship (Hughes 
1997).  The low impact of black affect on opinions towards affirmative action is 
interesting and points to the fact that opinions toward affirmative action are not based on 
the same negative emotions as other policies.  This is in conflict with previous findings 
that show black affect is a statistically significant predictor in attitudes toward affirmative 
action programs (Sears et al 1997; Hughes 1997).  The lack of an impact for affect on 
affirmative action could imply that the feeling thermometer is not measuring anger, 
which is one of the primary motivating emotions (Marcus et al. 2000; Marcus and 
MacKuen 2001).  Kuklinski et al. (1997) also find that racial prejudice alone is not 
enough to explain white anger to affirmative action policies).  This suggests that the 
feeling thermometer, which measures general anti-black affect, is not tapping into the 
same emotions that motivate opposition to affirmative action.  Sniderman and Carmines 
(1997) state that the anger toward affirmative action is that affirmative action violates 
whites‟ sense of fairness.  Anger over the violation of a principle is different from a 
group appraisal.  Much like with busing, the simulations illustrate the limits of black 
affect in shaping white opinion on affirmative action.  This lends  support to the concept 
that while a negative view of African Americans may explain some of white opposition, 
it is also very possible that for whites the race conscious program of affirmative action 
violates a principle of fairness (Sniderman and Piazza 1993). 
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Figure 3.7 Probability of Supporting Affirmative Action by Affect toward African Americans 
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Welfare and Spending on the Poor 
Previous research finds a relationship between race and white opinions of welfare 
and spending on the poor (Gillens 1995: Gillens 1999).  Black affect was tested and in 
every model the coefficients of its relationship with welfare and spending on the poor 
were indistinguishable from 0, except for 1996 and 2000.  On the other hand, in every 
model symbolic racism and individualism both were significant and the coefficients were 
in a negative direction, meaning as both values increase the probability of supporting 
welfare or poor spending decreases.  This is not surprising and many studies find 
symbolic racism to be a strong predictor of opposition of welfare (Rabinowitz et al. 2009; 
Sears and Jessor 1996; Sears et al. 1997; Sears and Henry 2003; Tarman and Sears 2005).  
Black affect alone though appears to be a minor variable in predicting white opinion on 
welfare.  
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Figure 3.8 Probability of Supporting Welfare by Affect toward African Americans 
 
  
0
.2
.4
.6
.8
1
0 20 40 60 80 100
Affect
0
.2
.4
.6
.8
1
0 20 40 60 80 100
Affect
0
.2
.4
.6
.8
1
0 20 40 60 80 100
Affect
0
.2
.4
.6
.8
1
0 20 40 60 80 100
Affect
0
.2
.4
.6
.8
1
0 20 40 60 80 100
Affect
72 
 
In the case of federal spending on the poor and on poverty, black affect does not show 
any statistically significant role in predicting opinion.  These results should be expected 
since race neutral policies such as spending on homeless do not have a strong racial 
component (Rabinowitz et al. 2009).  However, it should be noted that symbolic racism is 
statistically significant in every year it was tested.  This finding is in conflict with the 
conclusions of Rabinowitz et al. (2009) that symbolic racism does not predict support for 
programs that are race neutral (818).    
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Figure 3.9 Probability of Supporting Spending on the Poor by Affect toward African Americans 
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Uncomfortable by the Prospect of a Black President 
The presidential election of 2008 provided a very unique situation in American 
politics. For the first time in U.S. history a major party had a black nominee for president.  
This meant that, for the first time, white Americans had to seriously face the prospect that 
the next president of the United States would be black.  In the past, questions about the 
potential of a black candidate asked the respondent if they would be willing to vote for a 
black candidate (Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 1985; Schulman et al. 1997).  The fact only 
22% of the white respondents in 2008 stated that they would feel uncomfortable with the 
idea of a black president continues the trend.   
Although a small percentage of whites reported discomfort, the results presented 
in Figure 3.10 show that as black affect increases so does the probability that the one 
would not feel uncomfortable with the prospect of a black president.   The results are 
quite dramatic and the level of uncertainty also drastically decreases as black affect 
approaches 100.  
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Figure 3.10  Probability of Feeling Comfortable about the Idea of a Black President by Affect 
toward African Americans (2008) 
 
Do Whites Make Better Candidates? 
Much like the question concerning the prospect of a black president and whether 
this makes one uncomfortable, a unique question to the 2008 ANES asked respondents if 
they believed white or black candidates make better political officials.  Only about 6% of 
white respondents stated that they believe whites make better candidates, but the impact 
of affect on predicting that 6% is dramatic.   
The probability of saying that white candidates do not make better officials 
increases greatly as black affect reaches 60, but then levels off as it approaches 100.  
Also, the level of uncertainty drastically decreases as black affect increases.  The 
decrease in uncertainty is not very shocking since so few respondents believed that blacks 
do not make good candidates.  
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Discussion 
The above results provide evidence of the importance of white affect towards 
blacks as an explanatory variable.  A summary of the findings is presented in Table 3.1.  
In almost every racial policy, with the important exceptions of affirmative action, 
welfare, and busing, black affect has had a significant impact in predicting whites‟ 
attitudes.  Despite the fact that the feeling thermometer has many potential flaws, it has 
shown endurance as an explanatory variable (Forina 1981; Green 1988; Schulman 1997; 
Winter and Berinsky 1999).    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.11 Probability of Not Stating Whites Candidates Make Better Political Officials by 
Affect toward African Americans (2008) 
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Table 3.1   
Summary of White Affect toward African-Americans Impact 
Policy Issue 
1964 1968 1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008 
Segregation + + + +                 
School 
Integration 
+ + + +       +   o     
Open Housing + + + +                 
Fair Treatment + + +       + + + + o + 
Busing     + + + o             
Federal 
Spending on 
Aid to Blacks 
          + + +   +     
Affirmative 
Action 
              o + o o + 
Welfare               o o + o o 
Spending on 
the Poor 
              o o o o o 
Uncomfortable 
of the Idea of a 
Black 
President 
                      + 
Whites Make 
Better 
Candidates 
                      + 
+ = significant predictor at p < 0.05 
o = not a significant predictor 
Blank not asked 
  
The results of this study also suggest that for issues of affirmative action, welfare, 
and spending on the poor, affect toward African Americans appears to be of little 
consequence in directly shaping white opinion.  In the case of spending on the poor, the 
results should not be surprising since the question does not explicitly prime racial 
attitudes.  Nevertheless, it definitely implies affect does not have a consistent role across 
all policy issues that are either explicitly racial or have a previously found racial 
component.  The simulated results tell a story of black affect that is more complicated 
than if you are warm or cold.  There was little difference between the respondents who 
rated themselves at lower warm levels on the scale and respondents who rated themselves 
at the highest levels.  If the feeling thermometer really does measure intensity of the 
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affect towards a group, then the size of the confidence intervals on the simulations reveal 
the variation in affect‟s role in opinion formation.   
Although this work is not attempting to come to any definitive conclusions on the 
debate over symbolic racism and its critics, the results above present some insights.  As 
mentioned previously on issues where the policy is race conscious (i.e. affirmative action 
and bussing) white affect toward blacks has either little impact on the change in 
probability or is statistically insignificant.  Considering the position of Sniderman and 
Piazza (1993) and Kuklinski et al. (1997), that white feelings toward African Americans 
cannot explain all or most of white opposition toward those race conscious policies, it 
would definitely appear to be the case.  On the other hand, as reported in Appendix A.8, 
when symbolic racism was added as a control it was significantly correlated with 
affirmative action in all of the models.  If symbolic racism is in part a component of anti-
black affect, according to the model, then negative feelings toward African Americans is 
a significant predictor of white opposition.   
On the other hand, symbolic racism has an impact in places where, according to 
Rabinowitz et al. (2009), it should not.  Symbolic racism was found to be a significant 
predictor of opinion on the race neutral item of spending on the poor.  If symbolic racism 
is suppose to be measuring only racial attitudes it should in theory not be showing to be 
significant on race neutral policies.  The size of the coefficient in the spending on the 
poor item is smaller than the individualism item, but it is still a significant predictor.  It is 
clear that symbolic racism is capturing something that is race related while at the same 
time capturing a belief in the role of government, but my results cannot say if that is a 
definitive new form of racism or not.   
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 Regardless of the impact of affect over time and how its impact can change, as 
mentioned previously there has been little movement in the mean white affective rating 
of blacks (Schulman et al 1997).  In the next chapter I examine the relationship of affect 
compared to the changes in white racial attitudes.  I also compare white affect toward 
blacks with the changes in other white feeling thermometer ratings to see if this stability 
is unique.    
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CHAPTER 4  
THE PUZZLE OF WHITE AFFECT TOWARD AFRICAN AMERICANS 
 The results in Chapter 3 display the importance of white affect toward African 
Americans across many racial policy issues.  In spite of the impact of affect shown in the 
previous chapter, white feeling thermometer scores toward African Americans have 
remained relatively stable, even though racial attitudes and opinion on racial policy have 
changed since 1964 (Kellstedt 2003; Page and Shapiro 1992; Schuman et al. 1997).  Is 
there any relationship between the change in white attitudes on race and white affect 
toward blacks?  Is this stability of affect as measured by feeling thermometers unique to 
African Americans or does white affect toward other groups exhibit a similar pattern?      
 In this chapter, I examine change (or lack thereof) in the average white feeling 
thermometer scores of African Americans.  I compare it to other white feeling 
thermometer ratings, and the changes in white racial attitudes.  The goal of the chapter is 
to determine if the stability in white affect toward African Americans is a common 
problem with feeling thermometer measures or whether it is unique.  The results show 
that there is little connection between the shifts in affect toward blacks and the change in 
white attitudes.  The stability of affect as measured by feeling thermometers is also not 
unique to feelings about African Americans; the shifts in white affect toward African 
Americans are similar to the shifts in white affect toward other groups as well.   
White Attitude and Policy Change 
 As mentioned previously, white attitudes and policy preferences concerning race 
have changed a great deal over the past 50 years (Page and Shapiro 1992; Schuman et al. 
1997).  Support for integration in public accommodations, neighborhoods, and schools 
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have all achieved consensus of white support nationally (Schuman et al. 1997).  
Questions dealing with the role of government involvement in achieving the nearly 
universally accepted goal of integration appears to be where white opinion is divided.  
White affect toward African Americans has not shown the same dynamic changes that 
can be seen in other opinions.   
Looking at Figure 4.1 it is clear that the overall white mean score of feelings 
toward blacks has not moved much.
15
  Starting in 1964 with a mean score of 60 degrees 
and a median score of 60 degrees, it appears as if white Americans have had generally 
“positive” feelings of blacks.  These numbers are consistent with Bobo‟s (1988) and 
Schuman‟s (1997) findings that the whites‟ mean affect levels of blacks, as measured by 
feeling thermometers, have remained relatively stable.  Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo (1985) 
note that even though there is a relationship between the feeling thermometer and policy 
issues, whites “do not generalize them (policy issues) to influence overall feelings 
towards blacks” (122).  Despite this generally warm initial feeling towards blacks in 1964 
only about 44% of whites supported federal involvement in ensuring that white and black 
children go to the same schools.  Just by looking at the mean temperature toward African 
Americans gives the impression that its impact on racial policy would be very static.  
Schuman et al. (1997) comments that  
“this constancy makes thermometer ratings less useful if our goal is to portray or 
understand trends in policy-related attitudes, since the lack of change for the 
thermometer despite its association with more volatile issues suggests that affect 
towards blacks is not important as either a cause or an effect of changes in other 
attitudes” (187).   
                                                 
15
 The broken line indicates the plus and minus standard error 
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Figure 4.1  Mean White  Respondents' Feeling Thermometer Ratings of Blacks 
 
Methods 
 The data presented in this chapter is from the ANES surveys conducted between 
1964 and 2008 and the General Social Survey (GSS) surveys conducted between 1972 
and 2010.  Since only the ANES provides a feeling thermometer question, only the 
ANES feeling thermometer scores will be used in this analysis.
16
  Since all of the 
questions relating to race in the ANES deal with racial policy issues, the GSS was used 
because it includes many questions that tap into general racial attitudes, such as 
interracial marriage and if a home owner should be allowed to refuse to sell her home to 
an African American.  The drawback is that the GSS is a younger survey, so the data only 
                                                 
16
 The GSS has included a measure of affect, but it is not a feeling thermometer and has been asked only 
since 1996.  The item asks, “In general how close do you feel to Blacks?”  Respondents then place 
themselves of a 1 to 10 scale where 1 is defined as “Not at All Close,” 5 = “Neither One Feeling nor the 
Other,” 10 = “Very Close.”   
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dates back to 1972, eight years after the ANES began including feeling thermometers in 
their surveys.  Despite not having the additional eight years, the GSS data displays 
considerable changes in white racial attitudes and therefore the comparisons should still 
be valid.      
Comparison to Racial Attitudes 
 While the white feeling thermometer scores of African Americans has not shifted 
much, attitudes toward African Americans and racial policy preferences clearly have 
changed a great deal since the 1960s (Kellstedt 2003; Page and Shapiro 1992; Schuman 
et al. 1997).  Although there have been many changes in racial attitudes since 1964, there 
are some questions also show a similar level of stability as the feeling thermometer 
scores.  Between 1972 and 1985, the GSS asked respondents, “How strongly would you 
object if a member of your family wanted to bring a (Negro/Black) friend home to 
dinner? Would you object strongly, mildly, or not at all?”  Figure 4.2 displays the results 
of whites who would object “not at all” to having a family member‟s black friend over 
for dinner compared to the mean white ANES feeling thermometer rating of blacks 
between 1972 to 1984.
17
  Although these are two separate samples, it is clear that the vast 
majority of whites, even in 1972, would have no objections to breaking bread with a 
family member‟s black friend.  The level of support increased from 71 to 80% from 1972 
to 1984.   
                                                 
17
 The reason the results are not displayed until 1985 is because there was no ANES survey that year and 
therefore there was no trend to compare. 
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Figure 4.2  Percentage of Whites Who Would Not Object to a Family Member Bring a Black 
Guest Home for Dinner and White Average Feeling Thermometer Score of Blacks 
 
Although many whites were comfortable with the idea of having a black friend of a 
family member over for dinner, there was not the same level of support for having that 
friend become part of the family.  To measure the level of support for interracial marriage 
the GSS survey included the question, “Do you think there should be laws against 
marriages between (Negroes/ Blacks African-Americans) and whites?”  The percentage 
of respondents who responded “no” between 1982 and 2002 is displayed in Figure 4.3.  
Although white feeling thermometer scores have shown very little movement between 
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the twenty years displayed below, whites have become far more accepting of interracial 
marriage.
18
  
 
 
 
Figure 4.3  White Opposition to Laws Banning Interracial Marriage  and White Average Feeling 
Thermometer Score of Blacks 
 
 Possibly one of the most dramatic changes in white attitudes is related to the 
question of where blacks should or should not “push themselves.”  This question has 
been used in the past as a symbolic racism measure (Kinder and Sears 1981), because it 
implies that blacks have should not be where they are not wanted.   Figure 4.4 displays 
the percentage of white respondents who slightly or strongly disagree with the statement, 
“Blacks shouldn't push themselves where they're not wanted.”  In 1972, only 27% of the 
                                                 
18
 Even though opposing laws banning interracial marriage is not the same thing as supporting interracial 
marriage, the increase in opposition is probably more reflective of an increase in acceptance of interracial 
marriage instead of an increase in the population of racist libertarians.   
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respondents reported disagreement with that statement.  That increased to about 63% by 
2002.  Remarkably, despite such a dramatic change in the opinion of where blacks should 
“push themselves,” whites, according to the ANES thermometer rating, apparently feel 
essentially the same.   
 
 
 
Figure 4.4  Percentage of Whites who Disagree with the Statement that "Blacks Shouldn't Push 
Themselves Where They're not Wanted" and White Average Feeling Thermometer Score of 
Blacks 
 
 Another striking change in opinion between 1972 and 2002 concerns the question 
of whether or not a homeowner has the right to refuse the sale of her home to someone 
for any reason.  The GSS survey item presented respondents with the following question: 
“Suppose there is a community-wide vote on the general housing issue. There are 
two possible laws to vote on.  One law says that a homeowner can decide for 
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himself whom to sell his house to, even if he prefers not to sell to (Negroes/ 
Blacks/ African-Americans).  The second law says that a homeowner cannot 
refuse to sell to someone because of their race or color.  Which law would you 
vote for?” 
The percentage of white support for a law preventing homeowners from refusing to sell 
because of race is presented in Figure 4.5.  There has been a large shift in opinion since 
1973, when only 34% of respondents supported preventing homeowners from refusing to 
sell their homes to blacks.  By 2008, that support for preventing personal discrimination 
in home sales increased to 68%.  Contrasted with the change in feeling thermometer 
ratings, the stability of affect toward blacks is bizarre.  How can there have been such 
dramatic changes in whites‟ opinions yet, according to the feeling thermometer, they feel 
essentially the same as they did in 1964?   
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Figure 4.5  Percent of Whites Who Support a Law Barring an Owner from Discriminating Based 
on Race in Home Sale and White Average Feeling Thermometer Score of Blacks 
 
Is Affect Stability toward Blacks Unique? 
The stability of white affect contrasted with the change in whites‟ attitudes 
presents an interesting puzzle.  Perhaps the stability in affect is a flaw in the feeling 
thermometer.  Is the stability of white affect toward blacks as measured by feeling 
thermometers unique to the measurement of black affect?  Also, is white affect toward 
blacks related to the affect of other groups as well?  To answer these questions, it is best 
to compare white feeling thermometer scores to other groups.  If white affect toward 
blacks is the same as white affect toward other groups it could mean that affect is an 
inherently stable concept or that feeling thermometers are measures that are unable to 
accurately capture a change in affect toward a group.  The groups chosen below were 
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selected because they have been consistently included in the ANES since 1964, they 
represent a minority group, or both.  This is not an attempt to place any equivalence on 
the groups; rather, they are merely included to show that the stability of aggregate white 
feeling thermometer scores is not unique. 
 Figure 4.6 shows the change in white feeling thermometer ratings of whites and 
blacks.
19
  Whites tended to rate their feelings toward other whites very high in 1964, with 
a mean score of 85.  The mean score steadily declined since then, moving to a mean score 
of 73 in 2008.  While the mean rating of blacks has only slightly moved up, the mean 
score of whites has declined to the point where the difference between the two in 2008 
was only 7 degrees.  As pointed out by Schuman et al. (1997) this convergence of whites‟ 
feelings toward themselves with their feelings toward blacks could be interpreted to say 
whites feel more favorable toward blacks, because they now feel less favorable toward 
themselves (187).
20
  In answering the questions posed above, it does appear that white 
affect toward whites exhibits more movement than feelings toward blacks. 
 
                                                 
19
 Summary statistics including standard error, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis are in Appendix 
D  
20
 While at face value this appears to be a highly implausible theory, there could be some truth to this.  
Maybe, while white attitudes toward African-Americans may have changed, whites have begun using 
similar criteria to judge themselves relative to other groups.  This is beyond the scope of the current study, 
but could be an interesting topic for future research.  
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Figure 4.6  Mean White Respondents‟ Feeling Thermometer Ratings of Whites and Blacks 
 
 Figures 4.7 displays the change in the average northern white feeling thermometer 
score toward whites and blacks and Figure 4.8 displays southern white feeling 
thermometer scores toward whites and blacks.  In 1964 the whites‟ average feeling 
thermometer score of blacks was higher in the North than the South.  On the other hand, 
the feelings toward whites were higher in the South than they were in the North in 1964.  
Since then, though, the feelings toward blacks have moved to the point where they are 
almost indistinguishable from one another.   
 White feeling thermometer scores toward whites have dropped in both the North 
and South.  That said, the average score of whites in the South is still higher than the 
average score of whites in the North.  In 2008 there was a little less than a five degree 
difference between Northern and Southern scores.  It is interesting that while white 
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feeling thermometer ratings of blacks now shows no regional variation, there is still a 
difference in how whites in the South rate themselves compared to whites in the North. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.7  Mean Northern White Respondents‟ Feeling Thermometer Ratings of Whites and 
Blacks 
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Figure 4.8  Mean Southern White Respondents' Feeling Thermometer Ratings of Whites and 
Blacks 
  
Although whites‟ affect toward other whites has shown a good deal of negative 
movement, whites‟ feeling of Hispanics appears to mirror whites‟ feelings of African 
Americans.  Figure 4.9 compares the change in whites‟ opinions of African Americans 
and Hispanics between 1976 and 2008.  The scores show a very similar stable pattern of 
movement.  While on average whites feel “warmer” to blacks than they do Hispanics, the 
difference is marginal and the levels of affect move with each other almost in unison (the 
range of differences between these two score is 2 to 5 degrees and a mean difference of 3 
degrees). 
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Figure 4.9  Mean White Respondents' Feeling Thermometer African Americans and Hispanics 
 
White feeling thermometer ratings of Jews and Catholics also exhibit a similar 
level of stability that is found in white ratings of blacks.  The decision to use both groups 
is because both groups have been included in the ANES fairly consistently since 1964.  
Another reason is because people who hold stereotypes of Jews tend to also hold 
stereotypes of blacks (Sniderman and Piazza 1993).  As displayed in Figure 4.10 the 
ratings of Jews, Catholics, and blacks appear to both be very stable and move together.  
This is especially true between the years of 2000 and 2008, where the mean feeling 
thermometer scores are essentially the same.  The close relationship between the feeling 
thermometer scores of Jews and African Americans is not entirely surprising given 
Sniderman and Piazza‟s (1993) findings of the close correlations of negative black and 
Jewish stereotypes.  The visual relationship between white affect toward Catholics, Jews 
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and African Americans suggests that respondents could be using a similar process across 
multiple groups.   
 
 
 
Figure 4.10  Mean White Respondents' Feeling Thermometer Ratings of Jews, Catholics and 
Blacks  
 
 The change in white affect toward big businesses, labor unions, and African 
Americans also show a similar level of stability.  As can be seen in Figure 4.11, whites 
feel “warmer” on average to African Americans, although all three started in 1964 at very 
similar scores (blacks=60, big business=60, labor unions=58).  Since 1972, the feelings 
toward blacks have remained stable and slightly positive while big business and labor 
unions have moved to a lower mean score (around 50 on the scale).  This shows that 
while white affect toward blacks is a relatively stable measure, whites are not uniformly 
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measuring every group the same way, which is congruent with Winter and Berinsky‟s 
(1999) finding that most respondents use between 4 to 9 points on the scale and therefore 
satisficing through non-differentiation is not of great concern.   
 
 
 
Figure 4.11  Mean White Respondents' Feeling Thermometer Ratings of Big Business, Labor and 
Blacks 
 
White feeling thermometer ratings of liberals and conservatives appear to also be 
fairly static (much like their feelings of African Americans) as seen in Figure 4.12.  But 
unlike groups such as Catholics, Jews, and Hispanics, liberal and conservative ratings do 
not mirror rating changes in African Americans.  White affect toward liberals moves up 
and down with white affect toward conservatives.  Despite many of the feeling 
thermometer scores‟ similar levels of stability, religious, racial, and ethnic groups are 
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being rated differently compared to political and economic groups.  This could indicate 
that respondents are classifying each group along similar dimensions, such as an 
ideological and an ethnocentric dimension, and applying similar criteria towards objects 
in each dimension.     
 
 
Figure 4.12  Mean White Respondents' Feeling Thermometer African Americans, Conservatives 
and Liberals 
 
 Homosexuals have been another group that have faced discrimination and have 
had an active movement working to achieve acceptance and civil rights.  The inclusion of 
gays and lesbians is not to compare African Americans necessarily to gays and lesbians, 
but to provide an example of where the change in feeling thermometer ratings came about 
because of greater affect or greater social desirability.  This makes white affect of blacks 
and white affect of gays and lesbians, displayed in Figure 4.13, an interesting 
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comparison.  While feeling thermometer questions about gays and lesbians have been 
included in the ANES for a much shorter amount of time, there has been a large shift in 
their feeling thermometer ratings.  Whereas blacks, Jews, Catholic, Hispanics, liberals, 
and conservatives have witnessed very little change, gays and lesbians seem to be the 
counter example.  In 1984, the white affective rating of gays and lesbians was only 24 
degrees.  In the 24 years since that original rating the mean feeling thermometer score has 
slightly more than doubled to 49 degrees in 2008.   
Does this change in feeling thermometer ratings also correspond with changes in 
opinion toward gay rights?  Yes, as can be seen in Figure 4.13 and the change in white 
support for the issues of job discrimination protection for gays and lesbians, adoption by 
gay and lesbian couples, and gays and lesbians being allowed to serve in the military.  
Notice that the increase in white support for these issues mirrors the increase in affect 
toward gays and lesbians.  One could conclude from this that the feeling thermometer 
does a fairly good job of capturing affect and change in affect toward groups when the 
social acceptance of the group is still in question and when is still socially acceptable to 
display negative attitudes toward the group.  This bolsters the concerns of Schulman et al. 
(1997) of the ability of the feeling thermometer to accurately capture white affect toward 
African Americans. 
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Figure 4.13 Mean White Respondents' Feeling Thermometer Ratings of Gays and Lesbians and 
African Americans compared to changes in Support for Gay Rights Issues 
  
One final comparison is between white feelings toward African Americans, poor 
people and people on welfare.  Research has shown a link between poverty, race, and 
welfare in the public‟s mind (Gilens 1995; Kellstedt 2003).  Whites apparently have 
“warmer” affect toward “poor people” than they do toward African Americans and 
“people on welfare.”  As can be seen in Figure 4.14, the average feeling thermometer for 
“poor people” has been fairly stable between 1972 (72 degrees) and 2008 (71 degrees) 
when it was first included in the ANES.  The same can be said of the average score of 
“people on welfare” (1976 = 50 degrees and 2008 = 52 degrees).   
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Figure 4.14  Mean White Respondents' Feeling Thermometer African Americans, Poor People 
and People on Welfare 
 
Conclusions 
 The evidence presented above illustrates the problem with measuring affect with 
the feeling thermometer.  Despite the large change in racial attitudes, white affect, if 
measured by the feeling thermometer, has not changed very much at all.  In fact, the only 
real change in white racial affect has been their feelings of themselves.  The ratings are 
also similar to the ratings of other groups such as Hispanics, Catholics, and Jews.  On the 
other hand, the feeling thermometer can display a shift in disposition toward other groups 
like gays and lesbians and seemingly accurately capture that change in relation to the 
change in policy issues.   
 The similarities in the change of white feelings toward African Americans and the 
changes in others groups could indicate that respondents are applying similar criteria 
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when placing themselves on the scale.  The lack of shifts in groups such as African 
Americans, Hispanics, Jews, Catholics contrasted with the dynamic movement in affect 
toward gays and lesbians provides evidence for a social desirability bias.  The difference 
between those two categories is that it is still more socially acceptable to hold negative 
views toward gays and lesbians (Cotton-Huston and Waite 2000; Herek and Glunt 1993; 
Finlay and Walther 2003).  No one wants to be labeled a racist or an anti-Semite, but 
homophobia does not hold the same negative connotation.    
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CHAPTER 5  
A NEW METHOD FOR MEASURING AFFECT TOWARD AFRICAN 
AMERICANS 
As was covered in Chapter 2, many theories of white opinion toward racial 
policy, such as the modern racism theories and affect as a social emotion theory, are 
based to varying degrees on emotional appraisals.  In Chapter 3, I display affect toward 
blacks is an important predictor of white opinions on various race related policy issues 
from 1964 through 2008.  Despite the importance of affect both theoretically as a source 
and predictor of racial policy opinions, the belief that we have been correctly measuring 
affect has been taken for granted.  As shown in Chapter 4, white affect toward blacks as 
measured by feeling thermometers has been relatively stable between 1964 and 2008.  
This is in stark contrast to the change in many racial attitudes expressed by whites during 
the same time period.    
The feeling thermometer has a long history as a measure of affect toward groups 
and individuals and was the measure used in the previous chapter.  It has been used as a 
dependent variable for many years in studies of white opinion (Bloom 2003; Hughes and 
Tuch 2003; Lau 1989; Merriman and Parent 1983; Sears et al. 1997; Sears and Henry 
2003; Sidanius et al. 1996; Tarman and Sears 2005; Valentino and Sears 2005).  The 
scale asks respondents to rate their temperature of an object on a scale of 0 to 100.  
Traditionally, respondents are told that 0 represents the coldest feeling, 50 neutral, and 
100 is the warmest feeling.  This creates numerous problems when attempting to compare 
one individual‟s temperature toward an object to another‟s temperature.  A temperature 
of 65 to one respondent could be equivalent to 50 for another respondent.  A change from 
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60 to 61 on a feeling thermometer is treated as an interval scale, the same as a change 
from 60 to 61 degrees Fahrenheit, and implies a meaningful interval.   
 This chapter describes the current problems with the measurement problems of 
feeling thermometers and how these measurement problems impede interpretation.  
Secondly, I explain the anchoring vignettes technique developed by King et al. (2004) 
which can potentially allow researchers and pollsters to more accurately measure affect.  
Finally, I present a slightly different approach to anchoring vignettes, which utilizes 
groups instead of vignettes to anchor respondents‟ self-placements to an ordinal scale.  I 
refer to this technique as anchoring objects, since instead of vignettes, groups or well-
known individuals could be applied to a survey instrument.  The use of anchoring objects 
with feeling thermometers could provide for more precise and more meaningful measures 
by creating a clearly defined ordinal scale.  The method described below also has an 
advantage over the standard anchoring vignette in that it can reduce the cost of the survey 
by shortening question length as opposed to the wordy vignettes.   
Measuring Affect 
The feeling thermometer has been a common staple in the ANES since 1964 
when it was first added.  The respondent is presented with an individual or group and 
asked to place how they feel about that individual or group on a scale from 0 to 100.  The 
respondent is told that 0 to 49 means that respondent doesn‟t feel favorable, or is cold 
toward the object, 50 means the respondent does not feel warm or cold, and above that 
means that the respondent feels favorable or warm toward the object. The measure is 
designed to allow the respondent “to use those dimensions which come naturally” 
“without imposing a frame of reference” (Weisberg and Rusk 1970, 1168).  At the same 
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time, it is that lack of constraints which make the potential of the feeling thermometers to 
tap into the affective disposition difficult to realize.  This is due to the ambiguous nature 
of survey item in that the question does not ask for any direct information such as a 
specific emotions and the points on the scale are not clearly defined.  This has led some 
to comment on what it is even measuring (Fiorina 1981; Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 
1985; Schuman et al. 1997).   
One problem is while placing a respondent‟s emotional disposition on a scale of 0 
to 100 may seem to provide for an ample scale to measure intensity of emotion, the lack 
of definition between degrees makes this assumption incorrect.  Green (1988) finds that 
although the feeling thermometer does measure a summary of affect, it can only measure 
direction, not intensity.  The problem of measuring intensity is in part due to the only 
clearly defined point on the scale being 50, which represents a neutral feeling.
21
  The 
other points on the scale fall within a range of cold or warm.  No one assumes there is a 
practical difference between someone feeling 65 or 66 toward African Americans, since 
both scores fall within the realm of warm feelings and since Winter and Berinsky (1999) 
find that the respondents are not taking advantage of the whole scale.   
The lack of meaningful intervals impedes the researcher from being able to make 
inferences about movement in respondent‟s scores.  As a result, researchers are left to 
collapse the intervals into an ordinal scale of cold, neutral, warm.  When this is done 
information about the gradations within the categories of cold and warm is lost.  The 
results of Chapter 3 show that as the respondent‟s affect moves across the 0 to 100 scale 
it can have a change in the probability of supporting a program and the level of 
                                                 
21
 Even the rating of neutral is a questionable one.  For example, what is the difference between a neutral 
emotion and no emotion/ no opinion?   
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uncertainty with that probability.  This would imply that there is some level of intensity 
that is being measured, because at certain points in the scale affect becomes a better 
predictor of opinion than at other points.  To further the claim, Figure 5.1 displays the 
distribution of white feeling thermometer rating of African Americans in the ANES from 
presidential election years from1964 though 2008.  The distributions show that there is 
variation on the right side of the measure especially past the neutral rating of 50.  There is 
a problem, though, in that the respondents are clearly not using all of the points in the 
scale.   
 
 
 
Figure 5.1 Density Distributions of White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Blacks 
 
Another problem is the lack of interpersonal comparability.  Respondents are 
using different criteria when deciding where to place themselves on the scale (Green 
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1988) through differential item functioning (DIF).   A rating of a 60 may represent a 
lukewarm feeling to one respondent, but to another respondent, 70 may stand for that 
same lukewarm feeling.  While this could be random noise that would cancel out, it is 
equally plausible that it could be systematic.  For example, men are often cooler in their 
assessments and liberals consistently warmer with their ratings (Wilcox, Sigelman, and 
Cook 1989; Winter and Berinsky 1999).  These differences can lead to large variation in 
individual neutral points. As Winter and Berinsky (1999) find, the addition of difference 
can lead to the expectation that “an African-American female who is highly egalitarian 
and fully trusts to the government to rate groups 18.9 points higher –almost a fifth of the 
scale-  than a white male who is fully anti-egalitarian and scornful of government” (16). 
The issue of social desirability with the feeling thermometer and interviewer 
effects must also be considered when discussing feeling thermometers (Berinsky 1999; 
Schulman et al. 1997).  Respondents may not want the interviewer to know that they do 
not care for a group so they may hide their dislike behind a low warm rating.  In addition, 
because respondents are asked to rate many groups in succession there is the possibility 
of question ordering effects (Schulamn et al. 1997).  Finally, the feeling thermometer is 
utilized in statistical analysis and interpreted as being on an interval scale (Winter and 
Berinsky 1999).  The scale is fundamentally an ordinal scale since there is no defined 
value between individual degrees.  It is not similar to income where one dollar definitely 
means something different than two dollars.  Judging from the distributions in Figure 5.1 
and Winter and Berinsky‟s (1999) finding that the average respondent uses six points on 
the scale concerning the number of unique scores respondents give, it is clear that the 
respondents are giving responses in as if they are interpreting the scale as ordinal as well. 
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Scholars have offered techniques to correct some of these shortcomings.  The 
simplest approach is to collapse the item into a three point scale of cold, neutral and 
warm.  Another modification is to take the respondents rating of their own group (e.g. 
Whites) and subtract it by their rating of another other group (e.g. African Americans).  
As can be seen in the previous chapter, this method may give the illusion of an increase 
in affect toward blacks, because of a decrease of affect toward whites.  A more 
sophisticated method involves a mean based transformation (Knight 1984; Gilens and 
Evans 1986; Wilcox, Sigelman, and Cook 1989).  These corrections still do not measure 
intensity; they only more accurately measure direction.       
Anchoring Vignettes 
DIF can be corrected using a technique utilizing anchoring vignettes.  Instead of 
providing only the target group and asking the respondent their feelings toward the group, 
the survey provides the respondent with vignettes which give descriptions of fictitious 
individuals who would correspond to different points on an ordinal scale.  The technique 
was originally developed to allow for cross-cultural comparisons of survey data.  For 
example, a larger proportion of respondents in Mexico stated that they have no say in 
getting their government to address issues that interest them than respondents in China.  
Conversely, a larger proportion of respondents in China stated that they have high levels 
of political efficacy than respondents in Mexico.  Intuitively, we know that this cannot be 
the case since Mexico had recently had a free and fair election in which the ruling PRI 
party had lost and China is a single party state where there are has been no change in the 
party in power since 1949.  From this it can be assumed that respondents from China are 
using different criteria for determining their answers to questions of political efficacy 
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than respondents from Mexico.  It was to deal with this difficultly of comparing cross-
cultural surveys that the anchoring vignettes method was developed (King et al. 2004, 
196).  Since then the technique has been utilized to study topics ranging from state 
effectiveness in Eastern Europe to problem drinking in Ireland (Hopkins and King 2010).   
The application of anchoring vignettes begins by presenting respondents with 
short stories where the character from each story represents a value on an ordinal scale.  
For example, the concept of political efficacy used by King et al. (2004, 194) can be 
measured with the following question: 
“How much say do you have in getting the government to address issues that 
interest you?” 
This is followed by the response categories of “(1) No Say at all, (2) Little say, (3) Some 
say, (4) A lot of say, (5) Unlimited say” (King et al. 2004, 194).  While the question and 
the responses seem straight forward enough, the problem is that the respondent utilizes 
different criteria in developing her answer.  For a person in an autocratic government the 
“a lot of say” has a different meaning than it would for a person in a democratic country.  
The vignettes asked to the respondent represent a portion of a scale of most to least 
efficacy.  The vignette examples from King et al. (2004, 193) are as follows; 
1. “[Alison] lacks clean drinking water.  She and her neighbors are supporting an 
opposition candidate in the forthcoming election that has promised to address 
the issue.  It appears that so many people in her area feel the same way that 
the opposition candidate will defeat the incumbent representative.” 
2. “[Imelda] lacks clean drinking water.  She and her neighbors are drawing 
attention to the issue by collecting signatures on a petition.  They plan to 
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present the petition to each of the political parties before the upcoming 
election.” 
3. “[Jane] lacks clean drinking water because the government is pursuing an 
industrial development plan.  In the campaign for an upcoming election, an 
opposition party has promised to address the issue, but she feels it would be 
futile to vote for the opposition since the government is certain to win.” 
4. [Toshiro] lacks clean drinking water.  There is a group of local leaders who 
could do something about the problem, but they have said that industrial 
development is the most important policy right now instead of clean water.” 
5. “[Moses] lacks clean drinking water.  He would like to change this, but he 
can‟t vote, and feels that no one in government cares about this issue.  So he 
suffers in silence, hoping something will be done in the future.” 
After reading each vignette the respondent is then asked to answer how much say the 
character has in getting the government to address the issues that interest the character 
(King et al. 2004).  Notice in the examples provided above that “Alison” clearly has more 
political efficacy than “Moses.”  “Allison” will see the water issue resolved; while 
“Moses” will “suffer in silence.”   
 There are two assumptions made in the anchoring vignettes process.  The first 
assumption is response consistency, which means that the respondent is using the same 
criteria to place the vignette character that they are using to place themselves.  To help 
assure that the respondent is using the same criteria, the vignettes are presented to the 
respondent before the self-placement in order to prime the response (Hopkins and King 
2010).  The second assumption is vignette equivalence, meaning that all the respondents 
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will recognize each vignette belongs to the same unidimensional scale and will 
understand that there is an order between the vignettes (King et al. 2004, 194).  It is 
assumed that the respondent will also realize that Alison has more efficacy and will rate 
her at a higher point on the scale than “Moses” who is still “suffering in silence.” 
 Figure 5.2 provides a visual representation of the process of adjusting the scores 
with nonparametric estimators. Respondent 1 placed himself in the middle of the efficacy 
scale, below Jane (opposition party sure to lose vignette).  Respondent 2 placed herself 
near the bottom end of the scale, above Jane and below Alison (victory for opposition 
almost assured vignette).  The third line in Figure 5.2 shows that after the scale is 
adjusted Respondent 2 is now higher on the efficacy dimension than Respondent 1.  One 
can also interpret Respondent 2‟s level of political efficacy as more than a case where the 
candidate who supports her position will almost certainly lose, but less than a case where 
the candidate is almost certain to win.  That is better than Respondent 1, who is 
somewhere between the losing candidate and suffering in silence.   
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Note: This figure is recreated from King et al. 2004.  The far left figure represents Respondent 1.  The 
middle figure represents the efficacy placements of Respondent 2.  The figure on the right represents the 
Respondent 2‟s score once adjusted. 
 
Figure 5.2  Adjusting Scores with Vignettes 
 
The equation below illustrates the process of anchoring the self-placements to the 
vignettes through a nonparametric estimator.  Let DIF corrected score = Ci, the vignette‟s 
score given by the respondent = z1,….zJ and respondent‟s self-placement = y:
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 The creation of Ci is fairly straightforward in situations where the respondent 
places the anchors in a clear ordering.  For example, if there were three anchors and a 
respondent places anchor1, anchor2, and anchor3 as anchor1 < anchor2 = anchor3 < self, 
then Ci  = 7.  If the respondent ranks anchor3 = self < anchor1 = anchor2, then Ci 
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 The equation is from King et. al. 2004 
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becomes an interval range from Cs to Ce.  In these cases, there are four different methods 
to allocate these interval values.  Note that the range of possible values of Ci  is equal to 
two times the number of vignettes plus one.   
 An advantage to incorporating anchoring vignettes is that not only will it correct 
for DIF and allow for more accurate interpersonal comparisons, it should also provide for 
the measurement of intensity of the concept being measured.  In the example above, the 
efficacy scale only had values of  “(1) No Say at all, (2) Little say, (3) Some say, (4) A 
lot of say, (5) Unlimited say” (King et al. 2004).  What, in this case, is the difference 
between “little say” and “some say?”  That is left unclear.  On the other hand, with the 
vignettes we can say that there is difference between having government officials ignore 
your request and having an opposition party which has little hope of winning take your 
concerns seriously.  This gives us more information about where the respondents see 
themselves in relation to these two stories, and therefore the points on the scale now have 
more meaning.   
Methods for Addressing Interval Values 
The first nonparametric method is to omit all of the responses where there is a tie.  
This method is the simplest, but there is the risk that information could be lost while 
deleting tied observations if the distribution of ties is not random.  The second 
nonparametric method is to uniformly distribute a fraction of the ties to the possible 
values. The process allocates an equal proportion of cases across an interval span of Cs to 
Ce.  For example, if the interval span of interval span of Cs to Ce is 4 to 7, 0.25 will be 
added to each bin for that respondent.  There is again a problem with the loss of 
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information since the greater number of interval value cases, the more uniform the results 
will be (King and Wand 2005; Wand, King, and Lau 2009).   
A parametric method utilizes a censored ordered probit model to distribute the 
interval values into bins.  The model gives the probability of an observed value of C 
given the value of the explanatory variables.  The model can also produce both fitted and 
unfitted probabilities for the value of C in each case.  Minimum entropy allocation is the 
final method.  This method is able to account for the distribution of scalar and interval 
values of C.  The method “punishes” ties so that tied orderings are allocated near the top 
of the respondent‟s range (King and Wand 2007; Wand, King, and Lau 2009).  In this 
study due to the reduction of cases that occur with omitting the tied cases, the censored 
ordered probit method, and the minimum entropy method, this analysis will be using the 
uniform method.
23
   
One final method of analysis is a censored hierarchical ordered probit model 
(CHOPIT).  The advantage to utilizing CHOPIT over the standard ordered probit model 
is CHOPIT includes a vignette component, which assumes the respondents place the 
vignettes on the scale using the same process by which they place themselves (King et al 
2004; Wand and King 2007).  By including the vignette placement in the model, 
CHOPIT can correct for DIF by estimating the individual thresholds and can use 
independent variables to explain threshold variation (King et al. 2004).  The ordered 
probit, on the other hand, sees thresholds as fixed and do not vary.  Since the problem 
with DIF is essentially the respondents interpreting the scale in different ways, CHOPIT 
predicts the variation and corrects for it.  This not only allows for a more accurate 
interpretation of the variables correlated with the dependent variable, but provides a 
                                                 
23
 The reduction in cases will be further explained in Chapter 6. 
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method to see specifically which groups are interpreting the scale differently at each 
threshold.
24
 
Difference between Anchoring Objects and Anchoring Vignettes 
To test the anchoring method for measuring affect, four anchoring questions were 
added to the Southern Illinois Poll.  The survey was designed and sponsored by the Paul 
Simon Public Policy Institute at Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.  The poll was 
conducted between April 5 and 13 2010, and includes 401 registered voters from the 
southern counties of Illinois.  Due to the cost limitations, vignettes were not provided for 
the respondents.  Instead, the respondents were asked provide a feeling thermometer 
score to each of the following groups: people from Southern Illinois, people from 
Chicago, members of an exclusive country club, and proud supporters of Barrack 
Obama.
25
  Respondents were also asked to place themselves on the standard feeling 
thermometer scale.   
The logic behind using these groups was that I was unable to place vignettes on 
the survey.  Sadly, due to the limitations of time and money, I had to develop a substitute 
for the vignettes, and picking groups seemed to be a reasonable alternative.  Ideally, I 
would have run a pretest asking the respondents to place a long list of groups.  From that 
list I would have selected the most consistently ordered groups to include in the survey.
26
 
This is the process of developing anchoring vignettes recommended by Hopkins and 
King (2010).  Sadly, I did not have such an option.  Since I could only include four 
groups on the survey, I had to determine four groups that I felt the respondents would see 
                                                 
24
 For a detailed explanation of the CHOPIT model see either King et al (2004) or Wand and King (2007). 
25
 Full question wording in Table 5.1 
26
 I had actually previously done that with anchoring vignettes and had developed a list of vignettes to be 
used in the survey.  Regrettably, they could not be used, because the survey did not have room for the 
vignettes.  
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as representing different portions on an ordinal scale of cold to warm with only 
assumptions on the ordering to guide me in the following analysis.   
Not having the vignettes provides a potential advantage of reducing costs 
associated with utilizing only anchors in the survey. Conversely, a potential disadvantage 
would be that the respondents would have less information about the anchor, which might 
help them to place it correctly relative to the other ones.  This would mean that the 
respondents would have to use only their preconceived ideas about the members of that 
group to place them on the scale.  A major fear in this would be that the respondents do 
not see any variation in the groups and rank them all evenly or randomly.  Using 
anchoring objects in surveys is not entirely novel and has been applied post hoc by Wand 
(2007) using the respondents‟ placement on a spending and service scale in the 2004 
ANES and the placement of the respondent of the two major party presidential candidates 
as the anchors.
27
  The major distinction between anchoring vignettes and anchoring 
objects is that the vignette technique provides a short detailed story of a fictitious 
character and has respondents place the character on the measure of interest.       
 Anchoring objects, on the other hand, does not utilize a story, but instead uses 
people or socioeconomic groups.  After the respondent has answered a battery of feeling 
thermometer questions, the respondent was then asked: 
“Next, we want to know how you think other people would answer a feeling 
thermometer question toward African-Americans.  First, are people from 
Southern Illinois.  (If necessary): How would people from Southern Illinois place 
themselves on a feeling thermometer toward blacks?” 
                                                 
27
 In Wand (2007) the anchoring process that he applied was conceptually different than the one discussed 
here.  Wand‟s nonparametric estimator B assumes that in a case were anchor1 < self <anchor2 could be the 
same as stating anchor1=self<anchor2 or anchor2<self=anchor2.   
115 
 
The respondent then rated how she believes people from Southern Illinois feel toward 
African Americans.  The process was then repeated with three more groups in the 
following order: “People from Chicago,” “Members of an Exclusive Country Club,” and 
“Proud Barack Obama Supporters” (see Table 5.1).   
For each of these groups the goal was to find a group that the respondents would 
be able to see as representing some point on the warm/cold dimension, so I wanted to 
select groups that would be somewhat familiar to the respondents.  The logic behind the 
choosing “people from Southern Illinois” was that it would be the base group the 
respondents would be comparing themselves to, since all of the respondents were living 
in Southern Illinois.  This group was also expected to be toward the lower end of the 
scale, since Southern Illinois is a very white area of Illinois and there is a common 
stereotype about people from Southern Illinois being less racially enlightened.
28
  “People 
from Chicago” would be assumed to have warmer feelings than people from Southern 
Illinois due the greater level of diversity in Chicago.
29
   The purpose behind “members of 
an exclusive country club” was to tap into the idea that exclusive country clubs tend to be 
associated with the exclusion of minorities and therefore would be the lowest affect 
object.  At one point during the process it was going to be a “white only” country club, 
but it was felt that the cue would be too blunt.  The choice of “proud supporters of Barack 
Obama” was intended to represent the highest point on the scale.  The logic behind this 
was that due to Obama‟s race the respondent would assume Obama supporters would 
                                                 
28
 As can be seen in Chapter 6, the majority of the respondents feel that they feel warmer to African 
Americans than “people from Southern Illinois” as well. 
29
 In Chapter 6, I find that this one was not as clear as I expected it to be, which led to a lot of overlap with 
“people from Southern Illinois” and “proud Obama supporters.” 
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have warmer affect than the other groups.  After being asked about the groups, the 
respondent was then asked; 
“How about you?  How close do feel toward Blacks? (If necessary):  How would 
you place yourself on a feeling thermometer toward blacks?” 
 
Table 5.1 
Anchoring Object Question Wording from the Southern Illinois Poll 
 
 
“First, are people from Southern Illinois.  (If necessary): How would people from Southern 
Illinois place themselves on a feeling thermometer toward blacks?” 
 
“Next, are People from Chicago (If necessary):  How would People from Chicago place 
themselves on a feeling thermometer toward blacks?” 
“Next, are Members of an Exclusive Country Club (If necessary):  How would Members of an 
Exclusive Country Club place themselves on a feeling thermometer toward blacks?”  
“Finally, are Proud Supporters of Barack Obama (If necessary):  How would Proud Supporters of 
Barack Obama place themselves on a feeling thermometer toward blacks?” 
 
In this method there is a potential trade-off between more variability in the respondent’s 
placement of the groups relative to one another and a reduction in survey cost, since less 
time is needed to read and possibly repeat a vignette to the respondents.   
Figure 5.2 shows a how using groups as anchors instead of vignettes would in 
theory produce a similar result provided that the respondents do not violate the 
assumptions of response consistency and vignette equivalence, which due to a lack of 
vignettes will be referred to as object equivalence.  Essentially, it is important that the 
respondents recognize that the affect of each group belongs to the same unidemensional 
scale.  If these assumptions hold, then the respondents‟ self-placements can be adjusted.  
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Therefore, regardless of their self-placements, the only concern is their placement relative 
to the other groups which represent lower levels of affect to higher levels of affect.    
 
 
Note: This figure is based on King et al. 2004.  The far left figure represents Respondent 1.  The middle 
figure represents the affect placements of Respondent 2.  The figure on the right represents the Respondent 
2‟s score once adjusted. 
 
Figure 5.3  Example of Anchoring Groups on Affect 
 
 In Figure 5.3 (like Figure 5.2) the self-placement of Respondent 1 is higher on the 
feeling thermometer scale than Respondent 2.  That said, the self-placement of 
Respondent 2 is above people from Southern Illinois, while Respondent 1 is below 
people from Southern Illinois.  Once the scores are adjusted, Respondent 2 actually has a 
higher level of affect than Respondent 1 if both see people from Southern Illinois as the 
middle position on the affect scale.   
 It is important to note that even if the covariance between measures do not show 
much change, the adjusted scores allows for more meaningful interpretations.  Instead of 
the middle category meaning “neutral” the new middle category is “people from Southern 
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Illinois,” the group to which respondents in the survey belong.  Using this adjusted 
middle category allows us to determine if the respondent believes that their affect toward 
African Americans is warmer or colder than their peers.  The respondent‟s ordering of the 
groups and their placement relative to the ordering provides more ease in interpretation as 
well.  Now we can say that instead of warm, the respondent feels warmer than they 
perceive other “people from Southern Illinois” feel toward African Americans.  
As stated above, for the purposes of this study I utilize the uniform allocation 
when allocating interval values of Cs to Ce.  To example to illustrate the process a case 
where a respondent has the following ordering  
Country Club < Southern Illinois = Self = Strong Obama Supporter 
The number of possible bins the case can be placed into is the number of anchors 
multiplied by 2 plus 1.  So in the example above the range of Cs to Ce is a range of 3 to 7.  
So to each bin between 3 and 7, 0.2 is added.  The 0.2 represents an equal fraction of the 
case across the interval.   
Summary 
 The feeling thermometer has many measurement problems due to the vagueness 
of the measure, the lack of clear interval values, and the respondents applying different 
criteria in placing themselves on the scale.  These problems are much like the problems 
found in cross-cultural surveys and therefore can potentially be corrected for using 
anchoring techniques.  In this study anchoring objects are utilized instead of anchoring 
vignettes.  One major advantage to anchoring objects is that they are cheaper to 
implement than vignettes, since they require less time to administer.   
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While cheaper, there is a greater risk that the respondents will not interpret the 
groups as belonging to the same unidemensional scale and that the respondent may apply 
different criteria for the group than they apply to themselves.  This is in large part due to 
a reduction in the amount of guidance the respondent receives from the anchors.  
Nevertheless, it is possible that anchoring objects will still be an improvement over the 
current feeling thermometer with no anchoring.  Having groups to anchor the placements 
will allow for the researcher to make better and more meaningful interpretations than was 
possible where the only meaning points on the scale are cold, neutral, and warm.  
In the next chapter I develop and test the results of the survey and the use of 
anchoring objects to determine if they improve upon the current affective measure of the 
feeling thermometer.   
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CHAPTER 6  
ANCHORING FEELING THERMOMETERS 
As the previous chapters have demonstrated, affect toward African Americans is 
an important theoretical component of white attitudes on racial policy and it can be in 
practice an important predictor.  At the same time, the common feeling thermometer 
measure is riddled with potential problems.  As displayed in Chapter 4, between 1964 and 
2008 there is very little measurable change in not only whites‟ “feelings” toward African 
Americans, but also  many other groups.  The feeling thermometer also can potentially 
suffer from social desirability effects, interviewer effects, vague intervals, question 
ordering effects and DIF (Berinsky 1999; Schulman et al. 1997; Winter and Berinsky 
1999). 
This chapter tests an anchoring technique described in the previous chapter that is 
similar to the one proposed by King et al. (2004) to potentially allow researchers and 
pollsters to more accurately measure affect.  The use of anchoring objects with feeling 
thermometers should provide for more precision and more meaningful measures by 
offering a more clearly defined ordinal scale.  The method tested below also has an 
advantage over the standard anchoring vignette because it is cheaper to implement. Using 
objects instead of more wordy vignettes shorten the time it takes to administer the survey.  
The results show that while there is the advantage of the reduced cost there is a potential 
decrease in the accuracy of the responses because the anchors do not provide as much 
guidance to the respondents as they do in the case of vignettes. 
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Methods 
To test the anchoring method for measuring affect, four anchoring questions were 
added to the Southern Illinois Poll.  The survey was designed and sponsored by the Paul 
Simon Public Policy Institute at Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.  The poll, 
conducted between April 5 and 13, 2010, asked for responses from 401 registered voters 
in the southern-most counties of Illinois.  The respondents were asked to provide a 
feeling thermometer score to each of the following groups: people from Southern Illinois, 
people from Chicago, members of an exclusive country club, and proud supporters of 
Barack Obama. Respondents were also asked to place themselves on the standard feeling 
thermometer scale.   
Despite not having the vignettes, there is the potential in this method to be 
cheaper while still improving the accuracy of the feeling thermometer measure.  A 
potential disadvantage to such a method would be that the respondents would have less 
information about the anchor in order to place it correctly relative to the other ones.  That 
would mean that the respondents would have to use only their preconceived ideas about 
the members of that group to place them on the scale.   
In order to help with comparison between adjusted and unadjusted scores, the 
original 0 to 100 scale was collapsed to 7 points.  The collapsed 7 point feeling 
thermometer scales were coded to preserve the end points as unique values as well as the 
middle score of 50 (0 = 1; 1 to 24 = 2; 25 to 49 = 3; 50 = 4; 51 to 75 = 5; 76 to 99 = 6; 
100 = 7).  Besides easing comparison, collapsing the scale helps in creating and 
interpreting a CHOPIT model.  This model can take into account the position of the 
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groups when predicting the value of the self-placement and therefore can correct for DIF 
between various groups (King et al. 2004; Wand and King 2007).   
Figure 6.1 shows the distribution of the placements for the groups on the 
collapsed scale.  The “members of an exclusive country club” group is distributed more 
at 50 or below.  The placements of the “people from Southern Illinois” and “Chicago” are 
concentrated at the midpoint and above.  Meanwhile, “proud Obama supporters” are 
distributed more evenly with more than half of the respondents assigning “supporters” to 
the top two positions.  Just from the distributions shown here it is expected that there 
could be some ordering confusion with respondents between the “Obama supporters” and 
the people from “Chicago” and “Southern Illinois”     
  
  
 
Figure 6.1  Distribution of Collapsed Group Feeling Thermometer Placements 
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Results 
Ordering the Anchors 
When using the anchoring technique it is important to first test how the 
respondents ordered the anchors.  This is done to identify any potential confusion among 
the respondents about the anchors, as well as to test for the quality of the questions 
(Wand, King, and Lau 2009; King and Wand 2007).  Table 6.1 shows the top ten 
orderings of the four anchors.  The expected correct ordering of anchors one through four 
is the fifth most frequent ordering (5% of the responses); there is clearly confusion 
between these anchors.  As expected from the information in Figure 6.1, there are a lot of 
ties between the anchors, particularly between the anchors for “people from Southern 
Illinois” (anchor 2), “people from Chicago” (anchor 3), and “proud Obama supporters” 
(anchor 4).  Figure 6.2 shows the top twenty orderings.  From orderings displayed, 
“people from Chicago” (anchor 3) is probably one of the most troubling for the 
respondents and therefore it should be removed from any further analysis.   
 
Table 6.1  
Ordering of the 4 Anchors 
 
Top 10 orderings (out of 54 unique orderings): 
 Frequency Proportion Ndistinct Nviolation 
1,2,{3,4} 29 0.098 3 0 
1,{2,3},4 23 0.0777 3 0 
{1,2,3,4} 19 0.0642 1 0 
{1,2},3,4 17 0.0574 3 0 
1,2,3,4 16 0.0541 4 0 
{1,2,3},4 15 0.0507 2 0 
1,{2,3,4} 13 0.0439 2 0 
{1,2},{3,4} 12 0.0405 2 0 
{1,3,4},2 10 0.0338 2 2 
{1,3},{2,4} 9 0.0304 2 1 
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Figure 6.2  Ordering of the 4 Anchors 
 
 Table 6.2 and Figure 6.3 show the proportion of the anchor orderings without 
“people from Chicago” (anchor 3) included.  The removal of anchor 3 clarified the 
orderings by reducing the number of unique group orderings from 54 to 12, but more 
importantly it drastically increases the proportion of correct group orderings from 5% to 
31%.  The percentage of orderings that now have the top anchor and the lowest anchor 
ranked correctly has also increased to almost 59%.30  The removal of the “people from 
Chicago” anchor seems to have lowered the level of confusion, which Figure 6.1 
suggested would be a problematic since its distribution overlapped “proud Obama 
                                                 
30
 This is including the cases where anchors 1 and 4 are tied with anchor 2. 
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supporters” and “people from Southern Illinois.”  All further analysis will be utilizing 
only the remaining three anchors.  This is justifiable since it still allows for seven ordinal 
values as opposed to the three ordinal values that the normal feeling thermometer is able 
to accurately capture.    
 
Table 6.2 
Ordering With Only 3 Anchors 
 
Top 10 orderings (out of 12 unique orderings): 
 Frequency Proportion Ndistinct Nviolation 
1,2,3 97 0.3099 3 0 
{1,2},3 54 0.1725 2 0 
1,{2,3} 33 0.1054 2 0 
{1,2,3} 31 0.099 1 0 
{1,3},2 23 0.0735 2 1 
1,3,2 20 0.0639 3 1 
3,{1,2} 18 0.0575 2 2 
3,1,2 14 0.0447 3 2 
2,1,3 9 0.0288 3 1 
2,{1,3} 6 0.0192 2 1 
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Figure 6.3  Ordering With Only 3 Anchors 
 
Nonparametric Allocation of Respondents Placement 
Comparing the self-placements to the anchored allocations in Figures 6.4 and 6.5, 
it can be seen that the uniform allocation of the responses smoothed the distribution.31  It 
also moved a small proportion of the respondents from the higher positions to the lower 
than “people from Southern Illinois” (3 in the allocated figures).  The largest proportion 
                                                 
31
 The uniform allocation is just one of the different methods proposed by Wand and King (2007).  As 
explained in Chapter 5, this method distributes a fraction of a case across an interval range.  The uniform 
allocation method was the original nonparametric method used in King et al. 2004.  An advantage for this 
is that it requires no assumptions on the causes for the DIF.  All other distributions are included in the 
Appendix. 
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of respondents is now allocated to a higher level of affect towards African Americans 
than even “proud Obama supporters.” 32    
 
 
 
Figure 6.4  Original Distribution of Self-placements 
 
  
                                                 
32
 Values on the figures represent anchor questions.  1 = less than a member of an exclusive country club, 2 
= member of an exclusive country club, 3= above country club member/ below southern Illinois resident, 4 
= southern Illinois resident, 5 = above  southern Illinois resident/below strong Obama supporter, 5 = Strong 
Obama supporter, and 7 = above strong Obama supporter.   
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Figure 6.5  Uniform Allocation of Scores 
 
To illustrate how the reallocation of respondents can improve our measurement of 
affect, Table 6.3 displays the cross tabulation of the collapsed feeling thermometer self-
placement.  As can be seen, the largest percentage of liberals (48%) and moderates (39%) 
place themselves at a score of 6 in the warm feeling region of the scale.  Surprisingly, the 
ideological group with the largest percentage self-placements at the highest score (7) are 
conservative (28%) respondents.  This means that a larger percentage of conservatives 
have warmer feelings (score of 100) toward African Americans than both liberal and 
moderates.  These results are especially interesting considering conservatives tend to be 
more likely than liberals to hold negative stereotypes about blacks (Meertens and 
Pettigrew 1997; Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell 2000).  Therefore, it appears that many 
conservative respondents are using different criteria to arrive to the decision of where to 
place themselves.   
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Table 6.3  
Collapsed Self-placement by Ideology 
  
Collapsed 
Liberal Moderate Conservative Total Self-placement 
“Don‟t feel favorable  
toward the group” 1 
0% 0% 2% 1% 
(0) (0) (3) (3) 
  
2 
0% 0% 2% 1% 
  (0) (0) (4) (4) 
  
3 
0% 1% 2% 2% 
  (0) (1) (4) (5) 
“Don‟t feel particularly  
warm or cold” 4 
11% 25% 21% 20% 
(7) (19) (35) (61) 
  5 
18% 18% 15% 17% 
  (11) (14) (25) (50) 
  
6 
48% 39% 28% 35% 
  (29) (30) (46) (105) 
“Feel favorable and warm  
toward the group” 7 
23% 16% 28% 24% 
(14) (12) (46) (72) 
  
Total 
100% 100% 100% 100% 
  (61) (76) (163) (300) 
  
    
  
  
 
Pearson chi2(12) =  19.91   Pr = 0.07 
              
 
 After using the anchors to correct for DIF, the results look much more like one 
would expect given the previous findings concerning conservatism and African 
Americans.  In Table 6.4 the adjusted scores show that when anchored, the liberals are 
now above conservatives on highest position on the scale, but moderates are still lowest.  
The chi-square test for independence is insignificant, meaning that unlike the unadjusted 
scores, the adjusted scores are not dependent on the ideology.   
Almost two-thirds of the liberals rated themselves as the same or higher than what 
they believe “proud Obama supporters” would place themselves.  About 59% of 
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conservatives did as well.  What the new adjusted scores tell us is that when it comes to 
feeling close to African Americans the majority of liberal, moderates, and conservatives 
see themselves as feeling the same or more than what they perceive to be the feelings of  
“proud Obama supporters.”   
 
Table 6.4 
Adjusted Self-placement by Ideology 
 
Adjusted Self 
Placement 
Liberal Moderate Conservative Total 
 1 
0% 2% 3% 2% 
 (0.25) (1.20) (4.79) (6.24) 
Members of an Exclusive 
Country Club 
2 
1% 8% 6% 5% 
(0.83) (6.10) (9.10) (16.04) 
 3 
3% 7% 5% 5% 
 
(1.83) (5.30) (7.80) (14.94) 
People from 
Southern Illinois 
4 
13% 17% 15% 15% 
(8.08) (12.97) (24.64) (45.69) 
 5 
17% 12% 15% 15% 
 (10.50) (8.97) (24.64) (44.10) 
Proud Obama 
Supporters 
6 
32% 29% 27% 28% 
(19.25) (21.77) (44.39) (85.40) 
 7 
33% 26% 29% 29% 
 (20.25) (19.70) (47.65) (87.60) 
 Total 
100% 100% 100% 100% 
 (61.00) (76.00) (163.00) (300.00) 
      
  
Pearson chi2(12) =  7.38   Pr = 0.83 
   
 
When comparing white respondents to African American respondents in Figure 
6.6 the African American respondents almost always place themselves with either “proud 
Obama supporters” or higher. It is encouraging that African American respondents are 
able to place themselves in positions the same as or higher than the highest anchor.  This 
implies that for African American respondents the ordering of the anchors was clear.  In 
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Figure 6.7 the allocated results show that there are more African Americans who are now 
on the lower end of the scale.  This is due to the way the interval respondents are 
allocated where if C is not scalar, a fraction is allocated across the range of Cs to Ce.   
Both whites and African Americans tend to position themselves at or above where 
they would place a “proud Obama supporter.”  The distribution of white respondents is 
concentrated around the higher end of the scale.  One possible explanation could be that 
those respondents feel that the “members of an exclusive country club” have generally 
warm feelings toward African Americans. Another possibility is that the respondents are 
using the neutral to low warm section of the feeling thermometer as the new cold.  
Despite the fact that visually there appears to be a great deal of difference between the 
reallocated white and black scores, the chi-square test shows that the respondent‟s race 
and the feeling thermometer scores are independent of each other.  This could be due to 
the fact that there are only eight African Americans in the entire sample. 
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Pearson chi2(6) =   6.12   Pr = 0.41 
 
Figure 6.6  Original Self-Placements by Race 
 
 
  
 
Pearson chi2(6) =   2.34   Pr = 0.89 
 
Figure 6.7  Uniform Allocation Results by Race 
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The results for education are presented in Figures 6.8 and 6.9.   In the original 
distribution (Figure 6.8), respondents with a high school education or less are more likely 
to be neutral or lukewarm towards African Americans than their other groups.  Those 
with bachelor‟s degrees are heavily concentrated in the area between 76-99 degrees.  
There is a greater proportion of those high school graduates and dropouts rating 
themselves in the 100 degree mark than there are college graduates.   
 The adjusted scores (Figure 6.9) offer a different way to interpret the results.  The 
group most likely to place themselves at the same place as they would “people from 
Southern Illinois” are the respondents with a high school or less education.  Close to 65% 
of respondents with advanced degrees rate themselves the same or higher than they 
would place “proud Obama supporters” while only 50% of those who have a high school 
diploma or less would rate themselves in the same positions.  Also, the chi-square test 
now indicates that the observed responses and the categories are not independent of one 
another as opposed to the original distribution.  These results should not be entirely 
surprising given previous findings linking respondents‟ ability to apply liberal and 
conservative values to intellectual sophistication (Sniderman and Piazza 1993; 
Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell 2000).  I assume that those who possess higher levels of 
intellectual sophistication are also better at correctly identifying the ordering and placing 
themselves in it.  To see if there is a relationship between correctly ordering the groups in 
relation to education, I performed on a cross tabulation comparing those who correctly 
ordered themselves with level of education.  The results of that test gave an α = 0.01 (χ2 = 
12.4283, df=3).  This means that there is a relationship between ordering the anchoring 
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objects correctly in relation to the respondent‟s self-placement and the education level of 
the respondents.   
 
 
Pearson chi2(18) =  15.00   Pr = 0.66 
 
Figure 6.8  Original Self-Placement by Education 
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Pearson chi2(18) =  56.32 Pr = 0.00 
 
Figure 6.9  Uniform Allocation Results by Education 
 
Because age is an interval variable, it is difficult to measure the relationship 
between age and affect in an elegant manner.  Instead I tested the relationship between 
age and the feeling thermometer score in Table 6.5 as the results of correlations.  Since 
the interval allocation does not produce values of C for each individual case, I utilized the 
omit method, which simply counts all cases where the difference between Cs and Ce is 
interval as missing (in other words, it only counts the respondents who correctly ordered 
the anchoring objects).  As can be seen in each case, the relationship between age and 
affect in each case is negative, meaning that as age increases the expected level of affect 
also decreases.   
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Table 6.5  
Correlations between Affect and Age 
 Coefficient Standard Error α 
Collapsed Self-placement -0.11 0.40 0.05 
Collapsed Self-placement Omitting Cases with Interval Values -0.12 0.09 0.10 
Adjusted Scores Omitting Interval Values -0.15 0.03 0.04 
 
Figures 6.10 and 6.11 display the differences between the original collapsed 
feeling thermometer by gender.  In the original self-placement the largest percentage of 
both males and females feel between 76 to 99 degrees close to African-Americans.  The 
chi-square test displays independence between gender and the original placement. 
The adjusted scores tell a similar story.  While the proportion of men and women 
who rank themselves below “people from Southern Illinois” increases in the uniformly 
allocated scores, they appear to do so at similar rates.  The visual interpretation is 
confirmed by the chi-square test showing that the gender of the respondent and the 
adjusted scores are independent of one another.   
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Pearson chi2(6) =   7.15   Pr = 0.31 
 
Figure 6.10  Original Self-Placement by Gender 
 
 
Pearson chi2(6) =  1.22 Pr = 0.98 
 
Figure 6.11  Uniform Allocation Results by Gender 
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The relationship between religious service attendance and affect toward African 
Americans is shown in Figure 6.12.  The reason for including self reported religious 
service attendance is because it is a measure in which respondents are more likely to give 
socially desirable answers (Hadaway, Marler, and Chaves 1993; Hadaway, Marler, and 
Chaves 1998).  It stands to reason that respondents who are more susceptible to social 
desirability effects would be more likely to give socially desirable answers concerning 
their feelings of closeness to African Americans.  In the original collapsed self-placement 
it is clear that a larger percentage of those who claim to attend church every week rate 
themselves at the highest level of the scale compared to the other groups.
33
   
As can be seen in Figure 6.13, after adjusting for the scores, now those who attend 
church every week do not appear to be more likely to claim to be closer to African 
Americans than “proud Obama supporters.”  While the percentage of the respondents 
who claim to attend church weekly and place themselves on the highest points on the 
scales appears essentially unchanged, the reallocated scores moved more of those with 
lower reported church attendance up.  This shows that respondents who report going to 
church less often do not feel “less warm” toward African Americans than respondents 
who claim to go weekly.  The actual levels of affect between the groups are most likely 
similar, but those who claim to attend church weekly simply perceive the range of 76 to 
99 as lower than those who report going to church less frequently.   
                                                 
33
 Although the chi-square test indicates that religious attendance and original self-placement are 
independent, the ordered probit model below shows that they are negatively correlated (Table 6.6) 
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Pearson chi2(12) =   12.35   Pr = 0.42 
 
Figure 6.12  Original Self-Placement by Religious Service Attendance 
 
 
Pearson chi2(12) =   7.86  Pr = 0.80 
 
Figure 6.13  Uniform Allocation by Religious Service Attendance 
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Parametric Model Analysis 
 In order to test the impact that the anchoring objects have in correcting for the 
DIF, a CHOPIT model was run and compared to a normal ordered probit model.  The 
advantage of running a CHOPIT model over a standard ordered probit model is that in 
CHOPIT models the respondent‟s reported score as varying and as a function of their 
perception of the anchors (Wand and King 2007; Wand, King, and Lau 2009).  It should 
be noted that unlike the nonparametric approach above, the original meaning of the scale 
is preserved and the results should be interpreted as the collapsed feeling thermometer.  
Both models were specified so that: 
Feeling Thermometer Score=β0+β1(Conservative)+β2(Moderate)+β3(Some 
College)+β4(Bachelor’s Degree)+ β5(Graduate Degree)+β6(Male)+ β7(Age)+ 
β8(White)+ β9(Church Attendance)+εi 
  Ideology was set as dummy variables for conservative and moderate.   Education 
level was set as dummy variables for some college, college graduates and graduate 
degrees.  Gender and white are also dummy variables.  The CHOPIT model also 
specified the ordering of the anchors as the ordering described above and that each τ 
threshold as: 
τn =γ0+ γ 1(Conservative)+ γ 2(Moderate)+ γ 3(Some College)+ γ 4(Bachelor’s Degree)+ 
γ5(Graduate Degree)+ γ 7(Male)+ γ8(Church Attendance)+εi  
 The results of the two models are displayed in Table 6.3.  In the results, notice 
that the size of the coefficient for conservatives (-0.38) is smaller than the size of the 
coefficient for moderates (-0.43) in the ordered probit model.  The interpretation of this is 
that moderates have lower feelings of closeness to African Americans compared to 
conservatives.  The idea that moderates have lower feelings than conservatives does seem 
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to go against what we already know about conservatism and racial stereotypes (Meertens 
and Pettigrew 1997; Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell 2000).  The CHOPIT results show a 
different ordering of coefficient size where the conservative coefficient (-0.59) is now 
larger than the moderate coefficient (-0.46).  Also of interest is the relationship between 
religious service attendance and respondent‟s placement on the feeling thermometer.  As 
mentioned previously, self-reported religious attendance often suffers from social 
desirability effects (Hadaway, Marler, and Chaves 1993; Hadaway, Marler, and Chaves 
1998).   
In the ordered probit model, attendance is negatively correlated with the reported 
feeling thermometer score.  This means that the less frequently one claims to attend 
religious services, the more likely the respondent will report lower feelings of closeness.  
The CHOPIT results, on the other hand, display a different story.  Now, religious service 
attendance is no longer significantly correlated with the self reported affect level.  This 
can be interpreted as once DIF is controlled for in the model, the impact of social 
desirability is reduced.  This is because many respondents reporting high frequency of 
religious service attendance may be more prone to give socially desirable answers, such 
as reporting high feelings of closeness toward African Americans.  As was expected 
given the results above, age is significantly and negatively related to affect in both 
models and the values of the coefficients are nearly identical.    
 CHOPIT also gives us the advantage of testing the impact of the independent 
variables on each threshold (τ) (King et al. 2004).  For τ3, which is the threshold between 
feeling thermometer values of 25 through 49 and 50, the conservatism coefficient is 
significant and negative (γ= -0.34).   In other words, conservatives are more likely to 
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judge the same feeling of closeness as lower than liberals and moderates.  The differences 
in how conservatives and liberals look at the scale can be seen further in τ4 , where 
conservatives (γ= 0.25) are now more likely to place the same feeling as between 51 to 75 
than liberals who would place that feeling at 50 (moderates place that position higher still 
with γ= 0.28).  For the threshold between 76 through 99 and 100 (τ6) conservatives (γ= -
0.35) are more likely than liberals to report lower affect.    
 While none of the education variables have a coefficient that is statistically 
significance, in τ4 and in τ6 having an advanced degree leads one to apply different 
standards of placing themselves on the scale than do other educational levels.  In τ4 the 
negative coefficient for respondents with graduate degrees (γ= -0.27) means that they are 
more likely to see the same feeling of closeness as “neither warm nor cold” than those 
with a high school education or less.  In τ6, respondents with advanced degrees (γ= 0.25) 
and bachelor degrees (γ= 0.28) are more likely than those with less than a high school 
education to judge the same feeling of closeness as 100 rather than between 76 through 
99.  Although not as easy to interpret since they it is an ordinal variable, church 
attendance is significant in both τ4 and τ5.  In τ4 as the reported level of church attendance 
decreases the probability of placing the same level of affect as not feeling “particularly 
warm or cold” increases.  In τ5 as the level of reported level of church attendance 
decreases the probability of placing the same feeling of affect as 76 through 99 increases. 
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Table 6.6  
Comparing Affect 
 
 
Ordered Probit 
Censored Hierarchical 
Ordered Probit Collapsed 
 
 
Coefficient Standard Error Coefficient Standard Error 
μ Conservative -0.38 0.16 -0.59 0.20 
 Moderate -0.43 0.17 -0.46 0.22 
 Some College 0.10 0.14 0.12 0.17 
 B.A. 0.01 0.18 -0.02 0.21 
 Graduate Degree 0.02 0.19 0.28 0.23 
 Male -0.08 0.12 -0.02 0.14 
 Age -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00 
 White -0.44 0.30 -0.42 0.30 
 Attendance -0.15 0.07 -0.08 0.08 
τ1 Conservative   0.12 0.18 
 Moderate   -0.24 0.21 
 Some College   -0.01 0.15 
 B.A.   -0.17 0.21 
 Graduate Degree   -0.16 0.23 
 Male   0.20 0.14 
 Attendance   0.01 0.08 
 Constant -3.93 0.50 -4.39 0.65 
τ 2 Conservative   -0.03 0.14 
 Moderate   0.19 0.17 
 Some College   -0.09 0.11 
 B.A.   0.13 0.17 
 Graduate Degree   0.25 0.19 
 Male   -0.19 0.11 
 Attendance   0.04 0.06 
 Constant -3.47 0.46 0.61 0.32 
τ 3 Conservative   -0.34 0.13 
 Moderate   -0.28 0.14 
 Some College   0.12 0.10 
 B.A.   0.01 0.12 
 Graduate Degree   0.23 0.14 
 Male   -0.10 0.09 
 Attendance   0.03 0.05 
 Constant -3.27 0.46 0.81 0.24 
τ 4 Conservative   0.25 0.11 
 Moderate   0.28 0.13 
 Some College   0.05 0.10 
 B.A.   -0.08 0.13 
 Graduate Degree   -0.27 0.13 
 Male   0.14 0.09 
 Attendance   -0.10 0.05 
 Constant -2.23 0.44 0.74 0.23 
τ 5 Conservative   -0.07 0.10 
 Moderate   0.13 0.11 
 Some College   -0.07 0.08 
 B.A.   -0.10 0.10 
 Graduate Degree   0.09 0.12 
 Male   -0.13 0.07 
 Attendance   0.11 0.04 
 Constant -1.71 0.44 0.64 0.19 
τ 6 Conservative   -0.35 0.13 
 Moderate   -0.09 0.16 
 Some College   0.03 0.10 
 B.A.   0.35 0.15 
 Graduate Degree   0.31 0.17 
 Male   -0.11 0.09 
 Attendance   0.00 0.06 
 Constant -0.77 0.43 1.15 0.25 
Anchors θ1   -2.97 0.53 
 θ2   -2.16 0.52 
 θ3   -1.69 0.53 
  N=354 N=354 
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Conclusion 
The results show promise in using anchors to measure affect toward groups such 
as African Americans.  The reallocated graphs displayed above demonstrate that the 
current feeling thermometers do not take into consideration the differential item 
functioning that the respondents are using when they place themselves on the scale.  The 
comparison between the ordered probit model and the CHOPIT model displays the 
potential for anchoring objects to correct for DIF.  Nevertheless, the results above are 
tempered by several limitations. 
 The first limitation is that there is a potential problem in having the respondents 
use groups such as “Southern Illinois resident” as a category to which they made a direct 
comparison.  According to Hopkins and King (2010), this should be avoided, because in 
direct comparisons respondents tend to report they are similar to or better than the group 
(17).  This can be seen in the fact that so many respondents ranked themselves higher 
than they ranked a Southern Illinois resident.  Since the Southern Illinois resident was the 
midpoint in the ordering, the results may be skewed toward the higher reallocated scores.  
A second limitation is the limited number of anchoring questions tested.  The small 
number of questions limits the ordering options for the researcher, especially when 
testing a technique for the first time.  Future studies should ask more anchoring questions 
in order to offer more choice in the selection and ordering of anchors for the creation of 
DIF corrected variables.  Furthermore, the use of a scale from 0 to 100 provides for far 
too many choices.  Only 27 of the 101 possible scores were used by the respondents and 
required the values to be collapsed.  Collapsing the feeling thermometer scores to a 7 
point scale should be avoided if possible. Reducing the choice options for the respondents 
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should provide ample room for the respondents to place themselves on and hopefully 
eliminate the need to collapse the scale.     
The use of groups instead of vignettes is another point that should be further 
explored.  Further studies should attempt to include more clearly defined groups as 
opposed to groups that are vague.  For example, instead of a member of an exclusive 
country club for the lowest category possibly listing, “white supremacists” would be 
clearer for the respondent and correctly prime them for their self-placement.  Conversely, 
the use of historical figures, such as Martin Luther King, Jr., as a top value could prove 
useful.   
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CHAPTER 7  
DISCUSSION 
This study illustrates the importance of affect in the discussion of white opinion 
towards policies intended to help African Americans and develops and tests a new 
method of measuring affect.  Affect can be a powerful predictor of white racial policy 
attitudes and for this reason the measurement of affect needs to be improved.  Through 
the use of anchoring objects, I attempted to correct for the differential item function, 
which is currently ignored in many studies.  By adjusting the respondents‟ self-placement 
on the feeling thermometer in reference to their placement of the anchoring objects, I 
have made the respondents‟ ratings more interpersonally comparable.  With the anchors, I 
was also able to run a CHOPIT model which was able to better estimate the relationship 
between affect and ideology.  The results showed that the anchoring method may prove 
to be an improved measure.   
Summary of Conclusions 
The results of this study show that affect can be an important predictor of whites‟ 
opinions toward racial policy.  The role affect directly plays can be both powerful and 
small.  This inconsistency of affect can be interpreted in a few different ways.  First, the 
findings provide evidence for the argument that symbolic racism is distinct from affect.  
As Sears and Henry (2003) state, symbolic racism is a blending of affect and 
individualism (through black individualism), but for many issues affect seems to directly 
predict opinion independently of symbolic racism.   
On the issues of affirmative action and busing, the direct impact of affect was 
weak.  This is supportive of the findings of both the political theory and of the group 
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conflict theories.  The political theory would interpret these findings as evidence that 
prejudice alone cannot account for white opposition to these programs (Kulinski et al. 
1999).  The evidence provided in this study supports this conclusion.  Where affect is 
significant on these issues, affect explains very little of the difference in white opinion.  
On the other hand, the laissez-faire racism theory would interpret the findings as evidence 
that the opposition is stemming out of the group conflict and a threat to white privilege.  
While group conflict was not directly tested, the often negative and significant 
coefficients of income and education would fit with this view.   
The change in the predictive power of affect over time can be interpreted to point 
to the importance of situational factors in shaping the opinion.  In the prejudice as a 
social emotion theory, affect‟s ability to shape opinion is dependent on the saliency of 
ingroup identification and outgroup behavior.  In addition, the pluralistic treatment of 
racial attitudes in the political theory suggests that different values would be different 
predictors for different issues.  The situational context of both the period of time and of 
the policy being evaluated points to a role that the media would play in raising the 
saliency of the group identity.    
The findings in Chapter 6 illustrate the potential of utilizing survey anchors to 
correct for the problems that are inherent in the traditional feeling thermometer.  With 
anchoring objects I was able at least partially correct for DIF as well as control for social 
desirability effects.  While this method definitely shows promise, more research into how 
to improve the application of anchoring objects must be conducted. 
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Implications for Future Studies 
Future studies should focus on exploring the role of affect in the areas of 
affirmative action, welfare, and spending on the poor.  It does seem bizarre to point out 
that these areas, which have been studied so often, need more focus.  The results 
presented above demonstrate that affect sometimes matters and at other times does not 
matter.  Future studies should focus on testing whether, in the situations where affect 
does not have a direct or strong direct correlation with a racial policy, affect is mediated 
through another variable, such as an appraisal of blacks‟ deservedness or stereotypes.   
The use of anchors needs to be more fully explored.  The tests above show that 
these anchors can correct for interpersonal comparability problems, but there is more 
work that needs to be done.  Researchers should test more anchors and also test anchors 
against anchoring vignettes.  The potential anchors and anchoring vignettes should be 
tested on samples of convenience first to determine if the anchoring groups process, 
presented above, works as well as the anchoring vignette process.   Through these 
pretests, researchers should narrow down potential anchors or anchoring vignettes in 
order to reduce the costs of a full-blown survey.  This study did not take such measures, 
and if it had, the study would have definitely benefited. 
Also, the benefits and costs of utilizing anchoring objects over anchoring 
vignettes needs to be examined.  In this study I was unable to compare the utility of the 
two survey items, so I cannot tell for certain how much precision I lost by using the 
objects over the vignettes.  Another test that should be undertaken with the anchoring 
process is if the warm/cold dimension is comparatively useful in testing for anger or fear 
as well as positive emotions.  It is possible that anger and fear are best measured as 
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separate from the warm/cold dimension. The study performed here did not directly test 
for anger and fear, but their distinction from cold could be valuable in studies dealing 
with appraisals of groups‟ effort or worth.   
As mentioned above, future studies should reduce the number of response options 
in feeling thermometers from 101 to 10 or 11.  The continued use of the 101 point scale 
appears to be based on tradition more than it is based on measurement theory.  Since the 
majority of the response options are not used, their inclusion simply makes analysis using 
anchoring techniques more difficult and can potentially harm results of other statistical 
techniques.  Another option that should be studied is comparing the anchoring technique 
on correcting feeling thermometers against other methods, such as the method of 
standardizing the responses using least and most liked groups.  Future studies should 
attempt to test these ideas to determine if implementing these anchors would further 
reduce respondent confusion and allow for more accurate and meaningful interpersonal 
comparisons.           
On a final note, future studies should stay away from having respondents rank 
themselves against a group to which they clearly belong.  The respondents who were all 
from Southern Illinois tended to rank themselves higher than people from Southern 
Illinois.  This type of direct comparison could lead to a bias in respondents‟ self-
placements.  The process of anchors can overcome the problem of differential item 
functioning and lead to more accurate measures.   
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APPENDIX A 
AMERICAN NATIONAL ELECTION STUDY QUESTIONS 
Whites favor segregation: “How about white people in this area?  How many would you 
say are in favor of strict segregation of the races - all of them, most of them, about half, 
less than half of them, or none of them?” 
N = 11,892 
ANES Variable = VCF0815 
 
Desegregation In between Strict segregation DK NA 
1964 31 44 22 1 1 
1968 35 45 15 1 4 
1970 23 22 8 0 47 
1972 40 44 12 2 1 
1976 38 48 9 3 2 
1978 34 54 5 6 1 
 
 
Government Guarantee Job: “In general, some people feel that the government in Washington 
should see to it that every person has a job and a good standard of living.  Others think the 
government should just let each person get ahead on his own."  Have you been interested enough 
in this to favor one side over the other?” 
N = 3,128 
ANES Variable: VCF0808 
     
 
Yes, government 
should see to it that  
every person 
    has a job and a 
good standard of 
living 
Yes, should let  
each person get ahead on 
his own 
Depends; other;  
both; no opinion; DK; no 
interest 
NA 
1964 31 43 26 0 
1968 31 47 22 0 
 
 
Symbolic Racism Questions 
“Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult for 
blacks to work their way out of the lower class.” 
ANES Variable: VCF9039, V085143 
N = 9,632 
 Agree 
strongly 
Agree 
somewhat 
Neither 
agree  
nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
somewhat 
Disagree 
strongly 
DK NA 
1988 14 29 10 21 12 1 14 
1992 17 31 9 20 12 1 10 
2000 9 25 9 21 20 1 14 
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2004 13 28 9 23 15 0 12 
2008 15 31 14 21 18   
 
“Irish, Italians, Jewish and many other minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up.  
Blacks should to the same without any special favors.” 
ANES Variable: VCF9040, V085143 
N = 9,621 
 Agree 
strongly 
Agree 
somewhat 
Neither 
agree  
nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
somewhat 
Disagree 
strongly 
DK NA 
1988 35 27 9 12 4 1 13 
1992 35 31 8 10 6 1 10 
2000 31 27 10 12 5 1 14 
2004 31 28 11 11 7 0 12 
2008 36 31 16 10 7   
 
“It's really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if blacks would only try harder they 
could be just as well off as whites.” 
ANES Variable: VCF9041, V085146 
N = 9,623 
 Agree 
strongly 
Agree 
somewhat 
Neither 
agree  
nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
somewhat 
Disagree 
strongly 
DK NA 
1988 20 30 12 17 7 1 14 
1992 20 34 10 17 7 1 10 
2000 19 24 14 18 10 1 14 
2004 19 29 13 17 9 1 12 
2008 
     
  
 
“Over the past few years blacks have gotten less than they deserve.” 
ANES Variable: VCF9042, V085145 
N = 9,628 
 Agree 
strongly 
Agree 
somewhat 
Neither 
agree  
nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
somewhat 
Disagree 
strongly 
DK NA 
1988 6 18 18 27 16 1 14 
1992 10 23 13 28 14 1 10 
2000 6 19 15 25 19 1 14 
2004 7 18 20 25 17 1 12 
2008 10 20 24 25 21   
 
 
Individualism Scale Questions 
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“Next, I am going to ask you to choose which of two statements I read comes closer to 
your own opinion. You might agree to some extent with both, but we want to know 
which one is closer to your (own: 2000) views: one, the less government the better; or 
two, there are more things that government should be doing” 
ANES Variable: VCF9131, V085107 
N = 7,547 
 
Less government the better 
More things government should be 
doing 
D
K 
NA 
1992 30 56 4 10 
2000 35 49 1 14 
2004 37 49 1 12 
2008 33 67 
  
 
“You might agree to some extent with both, but we want to know which one is closer to 
your (own: 2000) views: one, we need a strong government to handle today's complex 
economic problems; or two, the free market can handle these problems without 
government being involved” 
ANES Variable: VCF9132, V085106 
N = 7,561 
 
Strong government Free market 
D
K 
NA 
1992 62 22 6 10 
2000 51 32 3 14 
2004 56 29 2 12 
2008 74 26 
  
 
“You might agree to some extent with both, but we want to know which one is closer to 
your (own: 2000) views: One, the main reason government has become bigger over the 
years is because it has gotten involved in things that people should do for themselves; or 
two, government has become bigger because the problems we face have become bigger.” 
ANES Variable: VCF9133, V085105 
N = 7,579 
 
Gotten involved in things Problems we face are bigger 
D
K 
NA 
1992 33 50 7 10 
2000 37 47 2 14 
2004 36 51 1 12 
2008 38 62 
  
 
 
“Are you in favor of desegregation, strict segregation, or something in between?” 
ANES Variable: VCF0815 
N = 8,081 
 
Desegregation In between Strict segregation DK NA 
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1964 31 44 22 1 1 
1968 35 45 15 1 4 
1972 40 44 12 2 1 
1976 38 48 9 3 2 
 
 
Open Housing: “Some people say that Negroes should be allowed to live in any part of 
town they want to.  How do you feel?  Should Negroes be allowed to live in any part of 
town they want to, or not?” 
ANES Variable: VCF0819 
N = 8,081 
 
White people have a  
right to keep Negroes  
out of their neighborhoods if 
they want to 
Negroes have a 
right to live 
wherever they can 
afford to, just like 
anybody else 
DK NA 
1964 26.03 56.91 16.42 0.64 
1968 21.9 67.76 9.96 0.39 
1972 15.64 76.19 7.84 0.33 
1976 8.5 84.52 6.36 0.62 
 
 
School Integration: “Some people say that the government in Washington should see to it 
that white and black (1962-1966: colored; 1968,1970: Negro) children go (1964-1970: 
are allowed to go) to the same schools.  Others claim this is not the government's 
business. Have you been concerned (1986,1990 and later: interested) enough about [in] 
this question to favor one side over the other? (if yes) Do you think the government in 
Washington should” 
ANES Variable:  VCF0816 
N = 12,373 
 
See to it that 
white and 
black children 
go (1962-
1970:  are 
allowed to 
go) to the 
same schools 
Stay out of this area DK; no opinion NA 
1964 41 38 20 0 
1968 38 44 18 1 
1972 37 44 18 0 
1976 24 40 36 1 
1992 29 30 32 10 
2000 33 29 37 0 
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Fair Treatment: Some people feel that if black people (1964,1968: negroes) are not 
getting fair treatment in jobs, the government in Washington ought to see to it that they 
do.  Others feel that this is not the federal government's business. Have you had enough 
interested in this question to favor one side over the other? 1964,1968,1972: (if yes) How 
do you feel? Should the government in Washington see to it that black people get fair 
treatment in jobs or should the government in Washington leave these matters to the 
states and local communities? 1986 and later: (if yes) How do you feel? Should the 
government in Washington see to it that black people get fair treatment in jobs or is this 
not the federal government's business?” 
ANES Variable: VCF9037, V085079a 
N = 16,253 
 
See to it that black people get fair 
treatment in jobs 
1992 and later:  Not the  
federal government's  
business /1964, 1968,  
1972: leave to the states 
and local  
communities 
DK NA 
1964 39 40 21 0 
1968 38 43 19 0 
1972 41 35 23 0 
1988 29 22 49 0 
1992 35 26 39 0 
1996 28 27 34 11 
2000 35 29 35 2 
2004 30 23 34 13 
2008 60 37 3  
 
 
Busing: “There is much discussion about the best way to deal with racial problems.  
Some people think achieving racial integration of schools is so important that it justifies 
busing children to schools out of their own neighborhoods.  Others think letting children 
go to their neighborhood schools is so important that they oppose busing. Where would 
you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this?” 
ANES Variable: VCF0817 
N = 8,824 
 
Bus to achieve 
integration 
2 3 4 5 6 
Keep children in 
neighborhood schools 
DK NA 
1972 5 2 2 5 3 6 69 7 1 
1976 4 2 2 6 4 8 61 11 1 
1980 3 2 2 5 5 14 49 6 13 
1984 1 1 1 3 4 8 20 4 57 
 
Affirmative Action: “Some people say that because of past discrimination blacks should be given 
preference in hiring and promotion.  Others say that such preference in hiring and promotion of 
blacks is wrong because it gives blacks advantages they haven't earned.  What about your 
168 
 
opinion-- are you for or against preferential hiring and promotion of blacks?” 
ANES Variable: VCF0867, V085157 
N = 9,255 
 For Against DK NA 
1992 17 69 4 10 
1996 15 68 6 11 
2000 15 76 9 1 
2004 15 67 5 13 
2008 23 71 6  
 
Federal Spending Items 
“If you had a say in making up the federal budget this year, for which (1986 and later: of the 
following) programs would you like to see spending increased and or which would you like to see 
spending decreased: Should federal spending on [item] be increased, decreased or kept about the 
same?” 
1992, 1996: poor people; 2000: aid to the poor; 2004: aid to poor people 
ANES Variable: VCF0886, V083148 
N = 9,492 
 Increase Same Decrease or cut entirely DK NA 
1992 53 37 7 2 1 
1996 45 41 12 1 0 
2000 51 38 9 2 0 
2004 56 35 8 0 2 
2008 67 6 27   
 
Welfare programs 
ANES Variable: VCF0894, V083145 
N = 9,493 
 Increase Same Decrease or cut entirely DK NA 
1992 16 39 41 3 0 
1996 11 32 56 1 0 
2000 17 43 38 2 0 
2004 23 44 31 0 2 
2008 31 25 42   
 
Programs that assist blacks 
ANES Variable: VCF9050 
N = 8,589 
 Increase Same Decrease or cut entirely DK NA 
1984 17 48 17 4 15 
1988 23 51 22 4 1 
1992 24 48 23 4 1 
2000 16 54 25 4 1 
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White Candidates better suited as elected officials: “Do you think that most white 
candidates who run for political office are better suited to be an elected official than are 
most black candidates, that most black candidates are better suited to be an elected 
official than are most white candidates, or do you think white and black candidates are 
equally suited to be an elected official?” 
ANES Variable: V085110 
N = 2,064 
 
Most white candidates 
better suited 
Most black candidates 
better suited 
White and black candidates 
equally suited 
2008 6 1 94 
 
 
Black President Uncomfortable: “Thinking not about Barack Obama but instead thinking 
about all of the other black people who could be president in the future, (or Thinking 
about all of the black people who could be president in the future,) does the idea of a 
black person being president make you feel Extremely Uncomfortable, Very 
Uncomfortable, Moderately Uncomfortable, Slightly Uncomfortable, or Not 
Uncomfortable at all?” 
ANES Variable: V085110 
N = 2,064 
 
Extremely 
uncomfortable 
Very 
uncomforta
ble 
Moderately 
uncomfortable 
Slightly 
uncomfortabl
e 
Not 
uncomfortable 
at all 
2008 2 2 7 11 78 
 
 
Whites favor segregation: “How about white people in this area?  How many would 
you say are in favor of strict segregation of the races - all of them, most of them, 
about half, less than half of them, or none of them?”  
ANES Variable 
N = 9,588 
 
None of 
them 
Less than 
half 
About 
half 
Most of 
them 
All of 
them DK NA 
1964 4 12 11 23 11 20 19 
1968 4 20 21 32 9 10 2 
1970 4 10 12 15 5 7 48 
1972 4 21 21 31 10 11 2 
1976 7 23 17 25 7 19 2 
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APPENDIX B 
 
GENERAL SOCIAL SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 
“Do you think there should be laws against marriages between (Negroes/Blacks/African-
Americans) and whites?” 
GSS Variable: RACMAR 
N = 28,784 
 
Yes No 
1972 39 61 
1973 38 62 
1974 35 65 
1975 39 61 
1976 33 67 
1977 28 72 
1980 30 70 
1982 26 74 
1984 25 75 
1985 26 74 
1987 21 79 
1988 23 77 
1989 21 79 
1990 19 81 
1991 18 82 
1993 17 83 
1994 14 86 
1996 11 89 
1998 11 89 
2000 10 90 
2002 10 90 
 
“How strongly would you object if a member of your family wanted to bring a (Negro/Black) 
friend home to dinner? Would you object strongly, mildly, or not at all?” 
GSS Variable: RACDIN 
N = 12,033 
 
strongly object mildly object not object 
1972 13.12595 15.62974 71.24431 
1973 15.55728 15.17028 69.27245 
1974 10.9472 15.83851 73.21429 
1976 12.98799 14.71471 72.2973 
1977 11.55289 16.50413 71.94299 
1980 10.31856 13.15789 76.52355 
1982 7.583197 10.1473 82.2695 
1984 6.413793 11.03448 82.55172 
 
“Here are some opinions other people have expressed in connection with (Negro/Black)-
white relations. Which statement on the card comes closest to how you, yourself, feel? 
(Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) shouldn't push themselves where they're not 
171 
 
wanted.” 
GSS Variable: RACPUSH 
N = 19, 445 
 
agree strongly agree slightly disagree slightly disagree strongly 
1972 45 31 14 11 
1973 44 29 15 11 
1975 46 28 15 10 
1976 43 28 17 12 
1977 44 29 18 9 
1980 34 32 20 14 
1982 26 27 21 27 
1984 26 31 22 21 
1985 26 33 23 18 
1994 15 28 26 31 
1996 17 24 25 35 
1998 14 27 24 35 
2000 16 25 23 36 
2002 15 21 27 37 
 
“Suppose there is a community-wide vote on the general housing issue. There are two 
possible laws to vote on (READ CATEGORIES A & B). Which law would you vote 
for?” 
GSS Variable: RACOPEN 
N = 26,838 
 
One law says that a homeowner can 
decide  
for himself whom to sell his house 
to, even if he prefers not to sell to 
(Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) 
The second law says that a  
homeowner cannot refuse 
to  
sell to someone because of 
their race or color 
Neither 
1973 64 35 2 
1975 65 35 1 
1976 63 35 2 
1978 58 41 1 
1980 56 42 2 
1983 50 48 2 
1984 46 52 2 
1986 47 51 1 
1987 39 59 2 
1988 40 58 3 
1989 38 60 2 
1990 41 57 2 
1991 36 61 3 
1993 30 66 4 
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1994 33 64 3 
1996 30 68 2 
2004 33 67 0 
2006 27 68 5 
2008 26 70 4 
2010 24 72 4 
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APPENDIX C 
CHAPTER 3 LOGIT RESULTS 
  
 
β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
0.3 0.51 0.42 0.39
-0.14 -0.1 -0.07 -0.08
0.05 0.03 0.03 0.04
-0.01 -0.01 0 -0.01
-1.03 -0.77 -0.44 -0.26
-0.37 -0.22 -0.15 -0.18
0 -0.21 -0.04 0.02
-0.13 -0.09 -0.06 -0.08
-0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
-0.01 -0.01 0 0
-0.6 -0.45 -0.45 -0.61
-0.11 -0.08 -0.06 -0.07
0.06 0.06 -0.05 0.05
-0.11 -0.08 -0.06 -0.07
0.54 0.71
-0.25 -0.17
-0.05 -0.13
-0.06 -0.03
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0
-0.01 -0.01 0 0
0.56 -0.43 1.04 0.34
-0.87 -0.66 -0.49 -0.59
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.1
-236.5 -446.6 -872.7 -629
2 -0.82 1.5
593 888 1552 1168
Constant -1.15 2.27 -1.72 0.85 0.08
-0.06
Age -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.01
Ideology -0.17 -0.07 -0.19
Govt. 
Guarantee Job
0.05 1.03 0.37 1.05
Income -0.16 0.29 -0.1 0.22 -0.16 0.06 -0.09 0.2
-0.01 -0.03 -0.01
Whites Favor 
Segregation
-0.81 -0.4 -0.61 -0.29 -0.56 -0.34
White Affect -0.06 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02
-0.74 -0.48
Party ID -0.25 0.26 -0.4 -0.03 -0.17 0.09 -0.13 0.18
Political South -1.76 -0.31 -1.2 -0.34 -0.73 -0.16 -0.61 0.09
0.56 0.23 0.55
Black Affect 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04
Education 0.03 0.57 0.31 0.72 0.28
0.03 0.05
Logit Results for Segregation Models
1964 1968 1972 1976
95% Confidence 
Interval
95% Confidence 
Interval
95% Confidence 
Interval
95% Confidence 
Interval
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β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
0.31 0.8 0.52 0.81
-0.26 -0.21 -0.14 -0.22
0.06 0.06 0.04 0.06
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-2.25 -1.32 -0.54 -1.39
-0.01 -0.37 -0.23 -0.35
0.01 -0.19 0.05 0.03
-0.21 -0.17 -0.12 -0.18
-0.07 -0.05 -0.03 -0.07
-0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-1.2 -0.99 -1 -1.1
-0.18 -0.17 -0.11 -0.16
0.23 0.19 0.12 -0.18
-0.18 -0.15 -0.1 -0.17
0.11 0.71
-0.41 -0.34
-0.1 -0.12
-0.05 -0.07
-0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
5.92 3.39 4.06 7.05
-1.74 -1.35 -1.01 -1.6
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.2 
-91.41 -143.17 -297.35 -133.93
6.04 3.91 10.19
325 450 833 563
Constant 2.51 9.33 0.74 6.05 2.07
0.02
Age -0.04 0.01 -0.04 0 -0.03 0 -0.04 -0.01
Ideology -0.19 -0.01 -0.26
Govt. 
Guarantee Job
-0.69 0.91 0.04 1.37
Income -0.12 0.58 -0.1 0.48 -0.08 0.32 -0.5 0.15
-0.01 -0.09 -0.04
Whites Favor 
Segregation
-1.56 -0.84 -1.32 -0.66 -1.22 -0.78
White Affect -0.09 -0.04 -0.07 -0.03 -0.04
-1.41 -0.8
Party ID -0.4 0.42 -0.54 0.15 -0.18 0.27 -0.32 0.38
Political South -3.2 -1.3 -2.04 -0.59 -1 -0.08 -2.08 -0.7
0.79 0.38 1.23
Black Affect 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.05
Education -0.19 0.82 0.39 1.21 0.24
0.04 0.08
Logit Results for Segregation Models with “Something In-Between” Omitted
1964 1968 1972 1976
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
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β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
0.22 0.12 0.12 0.13
-0.13 -0.1 0.07 -0.1
0.03 0.03 0.01 0.02
-0.01 -0.05 0 -0.01
-1.31 -0.45 -0.75 -0.56
-0.27 -0.2 -0.15 -0.21
-0.17 -0.2 -0.06 -0.2
-0.12 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09
-0.03 -0.05 -0.01 -0.02
-0.01 -0.01 0 -0.01
-0.4 -0.19 -0.16 -0.08
-0.1 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08
0.16 0.04 -0.16 -0.13
-0.1 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08
0.67 1.19
-0.23 -0.17
-0.09 -0.06
-0.03 -0.04
-0.01 -0.01 0 0
-0.01 -0.01 0 -0.01
1.65 -0.57 1.46 0.32
-0.88 -0.66 -0.5 -0.69
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.3
Constant -0.09 3.38 -1.87 0.73 0.49 2.43 -1.03 1.68
Individualism
505 788 1322 769
-273.42 -449.037 -834.98 -453.59
0.02
Age -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0 -0.01 0 -0.01 0.01
Ideology -0.14 -0.03 -0.14
Symbolic 
Racism
Govt. 
Guarantee Job
0.22 1.12 0.85 1.53
Income -0.04 0.36 -0.12 0.21 -0.27 -0.04 -0.29 0.04
0 -0.03 -0.01
Whites Favor 
Segregation
-0.6 -0.22 -0.35 -0.03 -0.27 -0.05
White Affect -0.04 -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02
-0.23 0.07
Party ID -0.4 0.06 -0.38 -0.02 -0.19 0.07 -0.38 -0.02
Political South -1.85 -0.77 -0.84 -0.06 -1.05 -0.46 -0.98 -0.14
0.26 -0.06 0.32
Black Affect 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 0 0.02
Education -0.04 0.48 -0.08 0.32 -0.02
0.01 0.04
Logit Results for School Integration Models
1964 1968 1972 1976
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
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Table A.3  
Logit Results for School Integration Models (continued) 
 1992 2000 
 
β 
(Standard Error) 
95% Confidence Interval 
β 
(Standard Error) 
95% Confidence Interval 
Education 
0.11 
-0.09 0.31 
-0.15 
-0.39 0.09 
(0.10) (0.12) 
Black Affect 
0.02 
0.01 0.03 
0.01 
-0.01 0.02 
(0.01) (0.01) 
Political South 
-0.13 
-0.49 0.24 
-0.09 
-0.58 0.19 
(0.19) (0.20) 
Party ID 
-0.06 
-0.23 0.12 
-0.19 
-0.30 0.12 
(0.09) (0.11) 
White Affect 
-0.01 
-0.02 0.00 
-0.00 
-0.01 0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) 
Whites Favor Segregation 
 
  
 
  
  
Income 
-0.19 
-0.34 -0.04 
-0.09 
-0.17 0.19 
(0.08) (0.09) 
Govt. Guarantee Job 
 
  
 
  
  
Ideology 
0.00 
-0.07 0.08 
0.01 
-0.08 0.05 
(0.04) (0.03) 
Age 
0.00 
-0.01 0.01 
-0.00 
-0.01 0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) 
Symbolic Racism 
-0.12 
-0.16 -0.07 
-0.09 
-0.14 -0.03 
(0.02) (0.03) 
Individualism 
-0.43 
-0.57 -0.28 
-0.42 
-0.59 -0.25 
(0.07) (0.09) 
Constant 
1.63 
0.32 2.94 
2.21 
0.72 3.71 
(0.67) (0.76) 
       
N 836 564 
Log Likelihood -500.12 -353.34 
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β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
0.19 0.18 0.5 0.13
-0.14 -0.12 -0.11 -0.1
0.04 0.03 0.03 0.02
-0.01 -0.01 0 -0.01
-1.52 -0.91 -1.06 -0.56
-0.27 -0.2 -0.16 -0.21
-0.07 -0.1 0.17 -0.2
-0.12 -0.1 -0.09 -0.09
-0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.46 -0.67 -0.55 -0.08
0.1 -0.1 -0.08 -0.08
0.03 0.2 -0.03 -0.13
-0.11 -0.09 0.08 -0.08
-0.38 0.11
-0.24 -0.2
-0.05 -0.06
-0.03 -0.04
-0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
3.34 3.72 3.47 0.32
-0.99 -0.81 -0.72 -0.69
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.4 
-245.38 -383.11 -556.99 -453.59
4.88 -1.03 1.68
501 828 1465 769
Constant 1.4 5.28 2.127396 5.316812 2.07
0.02
Age -0.04 -0.01 -0.02 0 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.01
Ideology -0.11 0.02 -0.14
Govt. 
Guarantee Job
-0.86 0.09 -0.28 0.5
Income -0.18 0.24 0.02 0.38 -0.18 0.12 -0.29 0.04
-0.01 -0.03 -0.01
Whites Favor 
Segregation
-0.67 -0.26 -0.87 -0.47 -0.71 -0.4
White Affect -0.04 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.03
-0.23 0.07
Party ID -0.31 0.18 -0.3 0.1 0 0.34 -0.38 -0.02
Political South -2.06 -0.99 -1.3 -0.52 -1.38 -0.74 -0.98 -0.14
0.72 -0.06 0.32
Black Affect 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04
Education -0.09 0.47 -0.06 0.42 0.29
0.01 0.04
Logit Results for Open Housing Models
1964 1968 1972 1976
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
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β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
-0.08 0.16 0.15 -0.07
-0.13 -0.1 -0.07 -0.11
0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03
-0.01 -0.01 0 -0.01
-0.64 -0.13 -0.23 0.09
-0.26 -0.2 -0.14 -0.21
-0.26 -0.19 -0.02 0.05
-0.12 -0.09 -0.06 -0.1
-0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01
-0.01 -0.01 0 -0.01
-0.13 -0.21 -0.08
-0.09 -0.08 -0.06
0.03 -0.1 -0.15 -0.18
-0.1 -0.08 -0.06 -0.09
1.48 1.58
-0.22 -0.17
-0.07 -0.04
-0.03 -0.04
-0.01 0 0 -0.02
-0.01 -0.01 0 -0.01
-0.25
-0.03
0.61 -0.1 1.45 4.18
-0.88 -0.68 -0.5 -0.83
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.5 
Constant -1.12 2.34 -1.43 1.23 0.47 2.44 2.56
-0.31 -0.19
Individualism
Symbolic 
Racism
5.8
480 786 1232 710
-275.88 -441.06 -825.61 -392.63
0.04
Age -0.03 0 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.03 0
Ideology -0.13 -0.02 -0.13
Govt. 
Guarantee Job
1.05 1.92 1.24 1.92
Income -0.16 0.23 -0.27 0.06 -0.26 -0.03 -0.37 0
-0.01 -0.02 0
Whites Favor 
Segregation
-0.32 0.05 -0.37 -0.05 -0.19 0.03
White Affect -0.03 0 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02
Party ID -0.49 -0.02 -0.38 -0.01 -0.15 0.11 -0.14 0.24
Political South -1.16 -0.13 -0.52 0.26 -0.51 0.05 -0.32 0.49
0.3 -0.28 0.14
Black Affect 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.03 0 0.01
Education -0.33 0.18 -0.04 0.37 0.01
0.02 0.04
Logit Results for Fair Treatment
1964 1968 1972 1988
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
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β β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
0.14 0.46 0.1 -0.19 -0.02
-0.1 -0.11 -0.13 -0.17 -0.09
0.03 0.04 0.01 0 0.02
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
0.17 0.13 -0.07 -0.77 -0.3
-0.19 -0.19 -0.22 -0.33 -0.24
-0.14 -0.5 -0.04 -0.37 -0.22
-0.09 -0.1 -0.06 -0.08 -0.08
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.01 0 0.03 -0.05 -0.01
-0.08 -0.09 -0.1 -0.12 -0.02
-0.09 -0.13 -0.05 0.14 0.36
-0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.08 -0.11
-0.01 0 0 -0.01 0
0 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.2 -0.26 -0.32 -0.25
-0.03 -0.03 -0.05 -0.04
-0.21 -0.3 -0.66 -0.43
-0.07 -0.1 -0.12 -0.12
2.76 -1.78 2.59 0.77 2.59
-0.69 -0.69 -0.93 -1.12 -0.93
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.5
8.55 0.77 4.4
851 642 569 368 441
-471.45 -382.97 -304.78 -173.78 -232.1
Constant 1.4 4.11 -3.14 -0.41 1.86
-0.11 -0.54
5.17 4.17
-0.07 -0.66 -0.2
-0.2 -0.44 -0.27 -0.32 -0.18
-0.11
Individualism -0.35 -0.07
Symbolic 
Racism
-0.25 -0.15
-0.49
-0.32
-0.05 0.04-0.16
Age -0.02 0 -0.01 0.01
Ideology -0.17 -0.01 -0.23 -0.03
-0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.01
0.02 -0.24 0.09 0.14 0.59
-0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.01-0.02
Govt. 
Guarantee Job
Income -0.17 0.15 -0.18 0.17 0.23 -0.42 0.04
-0.37 -0.06
0.36 -0.3 0.98 -0.77 0.18
Whites Favor 
Segregation
White Affect -0.02 0.01 -0.03 0 0.01
Black Affect 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.05 0 0.03
-0.26 0.04
Logit Results for Fair Treatment (continued)
1992 1996 2000 2004 2008
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
Education -0.06 0.34 0.24 0.68 -0.16 0.35 -0.3
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
β
(Standard Error)
0.38 -0.19 0.15
Party ID -0.32 0.04 -0.7 -0.3 -0.15 0.07
-0.02 0.02 0 0.03
Political South -0.21 0.54 -0.25 0.51 -0.49
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β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
0.55 0.37 0.4 0.08
-0.11 -0.11 -0.14 -0.15
0.02 0.03 0.03 0.01
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.67 -0.46 -0.35 -0.67
-0.28 -0.29 -0.27 -0.34
-0.29 -0.11 -0.46 -0.23
-0.11 -0.11 -0.14 -0.14
-0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.09 -0.21
-0.09 -0.09
0 -0.27 0.11 -0.18
-0.09 -0.1 -0.11 -0.12
-0.15 -0.2 -0.12 -0.06
-0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06
-0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-1.05 0.25 -3.22 -0.7
-0.74 -0.82 -0.94 -0.92
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.6 
Logit Results for Busing
1972 1976 1980 1984
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
0.68 -0.22 0.38
Black Affect 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.05
Education 0.34 0.76 0.15 0.59 0.13
0 0.03
Political South -1.22 -0.12 -1.02 0.1 -0.87 0.17 -1.34 0.01
Party ID -0.5 -0.08 -0.33 0.1 -0.73 -0.2 -0.5 0.04
0.01 -0.02 0.01
Whites Favor 
Segregation
-0.26 0.09 -0.39 -0.03
White Affect -0.04 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.02
Income -0.18 0.18 -0.47 -0.07 -0.12 0.33 -0.41 0.06
Ideology -0.26 -0.05 -0.31 -0.1 -0.22 -0.02 -0.17 0.06
0 -0.02 0.01
Constant -2.5 0.39 -1.35 1.85 -5.06 -1.38
Age -0.02 0.01 -0.03 0 -0.02
-409.03 -360.33 -275.21 -230.09
-2.5 1.1
1490 1108 957 629
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β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
-0.32 -0.13 0.14 -0.17
-0.09 -0.09 -0.1 -0.11
0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02
0 0 -0.01 -0.01
-0.66 -0.5 0.17 -0.39
-0.16 -0.16 -0.19 -0.18
-0.41 -0.19 -0.14 -0.06
-0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.1
-0.01 0 -0.01 0
0 0 -0.01 -0.01
-0.05 0.03 -0.01 0.02
-0.07 -0.08 -0.08 -0.09
0 0.02 -0.09 -0.05
-0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03
0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.02
0 0 0 -0.01
-0.22 -0.2 -0.24
-0.03 -0.03 -0.03
-0.21 -0.13
-0.07 -0.08
1.17 2.96 2.76 3.75
-0.53 -0.7 -0.69 -0.73
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.7
Logit Results for Federal Spending on Aid to Blacks
1984 1988 1992 2000
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
0.34 -0.39 0.05
Black Affect 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04
Education -0.49 -0.14 -0.31 0.06 -0.06
0.01 0.03
Political South -0.96 -0.35 -0.82 -0.18 -0.21 0.54 -0.74 -0.05
Party ID -0.56 -0.25 -0.35 -0.03 -0.32 0.04 -0.26 0.14
0.01 -0.02 0.01
Income -0.19 0.09 -0.12 0.18 -0.17 0.15
White Affect -0.02 -0.01 0 0.01 -0.02
-0.15 0.19
Ideology -0.07 0.06 -0.05 0.09 -0.17 -0.01 -0.1 0.01
Age 0.01 0.03 0 0.02 -0.02 0 0.01 0.03
-0.15 -0.3 -0.19
Individualism -0.35 -0.07
Symbolic 
Racism
-0.27 -0.17 -0.25
-0.29 0.02
Constant 0.14 2.2 1.58 4.35 1.4 4.11 2.32 5.17
1278 1129 851 836
-626.6 -556.13 -471.45 -427.39
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β β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
-0.06 0.24 -0.43 -0.34 -0.24
-0.12 -0.14 -0.18 -0.2 -0.11
0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.02
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
0.25 0.15 0.44 0.48 -0.15
-0.22 -0.23 -0.29 -0.34 -0.33
-0.06 -0.66 -0.23 -0.35 -0.18
-0.1 -0.14 -0.17 -0.19 -0.1
0 -0.01 0 0 0
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.34 -0.25 -0.16 -0.06 -0.03
-0.09 -0.1 -0.13 -0.13 -0.03
0.14 -0.1 -0.13 0.14 -0.21
-0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.13
-0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.27 -0.23 -0.39 -0.23
-0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -0.05
-0.06 -0.26 -0.61 -0.23
-0.09 -0.14 -0.17 -0.16
1.95 -1.4 3.4 4.63 1.57
-0.81 -0.81 -1.11 -1.29 -1.09
N
Log 
Likelihood
Table A.8
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
Logit Results for Affirmative Action
1992 1996 2000 2004 2008
Black Affect 0 0.02 0 0.04
Education -0.29 0.18 -0.02 0.51
-0.01 0.03 -0.03 0.01 0 0.05
-0.08 -0.74 0.06 -0.46 -0.02-0.78
Party ID -0.26 0.15 -0.93 -0.4
Political South -0.18 0.67 -0.3 0.61
-0.56 0.1 -0.73 0.02 -0.38 0.01
1.01 -0.19 1.15 -0.8 0.49-0.13
Income -0.51 -0.17 -0.46 -0.05
White Affect -0.01 0.01 -0.03 0
-0.42 0.09 -0.32 0.2 -0.08 0.03
0.02 -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.02-0.02
Age -0.02 0.01 0 0.02
Ideology 0.05 0.22 -0.21 0
-0.03 0 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.03
-0.02 -0.01 0.28 -0.47 0.05-0.25
-0.29 -0.54 0.08
-0.15 -0.5 -0.29 -0.32 -0.14
Individualism -0.23 0.11
Symbolic 
Racism
-0.33 -0.22 -0.31
Constant 0.36 3.53 -2.99 0.18 1.22
-0.53 0.02 -0.94
5.58 2.11 7.15 -0.57 3.7
1254 970 818 604 727
-417.2 -312.03 -193.86 -154.45 -162.65
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β β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
0.04 -0.01 -0.1 0.1 0.06
-0.08 -0.09 -0.1 -0.13 -0.06
0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0
0 -0.01 0 -0.01 -0.01
0.04 0.05 0.2 0.48 0.03
-0.15 -0.16 -0.16 -0.22 -0.17
-0.23 -0.65 -0.03 -0.01 -0.06
-0.07 -0.08 -0.09 -0.11 -0.05
0 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.01
0 -0.01 0 -0.01 -0.01
-0.26 -0.33 -0.04 -0.07 -0.06
-0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.09 -0.02
-0.06 -0.13 -0.02 -0.06 -0.1
-0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.05 -0.08
0.01 0 0.01 0.01 0
0 0 0 -0.01 -0.01
-0.12 -0.14 -0.16 -0.14
-0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03
-0.32 -0.3 -0.54 -0.31
-0.06 -0.07 -0.09 -0.08
3.23 2 2.74 3.41 3.65
-0.55 -0.56 -0.64 -0.78 -0.69
N
Log 
Likelihood
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
Logit Results for Welfare
1992 1996 2000 2004 2008
Black Affect -0.01 0.01 0 0.02
Education -0.12 0.19 -0.18 0.17
0 0.02 0 0.02 -0.01 0.01
0.09 -0.14 0.35 -0.06 0.18-0.29
Party ID -0.36 -0.09 -0.8 -0.49
Political South -0.24 0.33 -0.25 0.36
-0.21 0.14 -0.23 0.22 -0.17 0.04
0.52 0.05 0.92 -0.31 0.37-0.12
Income -0.38 -0.14 -0.47 -0.19
White Affect -0.01 0.01 -0.02 0
-0.19 0.1 -0.25 0.1 -0.09 -0.03
0 -0.02 0 0 0.02-0.02
Age 0 0.01 -0.01 0.01
Ideology -0.11 0 -0.2 -0.06
0 0.02 0 0.02 -0.01 0.01
0.03 -0.16 0.05 -0.25 0.05-0.07
Individualism -0.43 -0.21
Symbolic 
Racism
-0.16 -0.08
-0.44 -0.16 -0.71
3.99 1.87
-0.37 -0.48 -0.15
-0.1 -0.22 -0.1 -0.19 -0.09-0.19
Table A.9 
4.94 2.28 5.01
1258 1025 857 617 730
-782.2 -595.43 -524.62 -341.09 -418.28
Constant 2.14 4.31 0.91 3.1 1.5
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Logit Results for Spending on the Poor
β β β β β
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
(Standard 
Error)
-0.29 -0.22 -0.2 -0.02 -0.1
-0.14 -0.12 -0.16 -0.19 -0.1
0 0 -0.01 0.02 0.01
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
0.19 -0.03 -0.08 0.41 -0.18
-0.27 -0.2 -0.24 -0.35 -0.26
-0.31 -0.61 -0.23 -0.16 0.01
-0.14 -0.11 -0.15 -0.19 -0.09
0.01 0 0.02 -0.01 0
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.11 -0.19 0.21 -0.07 -0.06
-0.12 -0.1 -0.12 -0.14 -0.03
-0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.01 -0.33
-0.06 -0.05 -0.04 -0.09 -0.13
0.02 0 0.02 0.01 0
-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
-0.14 -0.1 -0.22 -0.08
-0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.04
-0.41 -0.35 -0.69 -0.34
-0.1 -0.11 -0.14 -0.14
5.64 4.32 3.3 6.68 6.13
-1.01 -0.76 -0.98 -1.31 -1.15
N
Log 
Likelihood
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
Table A.10 
1992 1996 2000 2004 2008
Black Affect -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02
Education -0.57 -0.01 -0.45 0.01
-0.02 0.01 0 0.04 -0.01 0.03
0.11 -0.4 0.35 -0.29 0.09-0.5
Party ID -0.58 -0.03 -0.83 -0.4
Political South -0.33 0.72 -0.42 0.37
-0.51 0.06 -0.54 0.21 -0.17 0.18
0.39 -0.28 1.11 -0.7 0.34-0.56
Income -0.34 0.13 -0.38 0.01
White Affect -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.01
-0.02 0.44 -0.34 0.2 -0.12 -0.01
0.03 -0.03 0.01 -0.01 0.020
Age 0 0.03 -0.01 0.01
Ideology -0.15 0.08 -0.14 0.06
0 0.03 -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.02
0.02 -0.19 0.18 -0.57 -0.08-0.13
-0.41 -0.61 -0.07
-0.03 -0.33 -0.12 -0.16 0.01
Individualism -0.62 -0.21
Symbolic 
Racism
-0.21 -0.07 -0.17
Constant 3.66 7.62 2.83 5.81 1.37
-0.57 -0.13 -0.97
5.22 4.1 9.26 3.88 8.38
1265 1025 855 617 728
-298.04 -396.51 -265.36 -167.28 -212.97
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Table A.11  
Logit Results for Black President Makes Respondent Uncomfortable 
 2008 
 
β 
(Standard Error) 
95% Confidence Interval 
Education 
0.30 
0.15 0.46 
(0.08) 
Black Affect 
0.06 
0.04 0.07 
(0.01) 
Political South 
-0.16 
-0.58 0.26 
(0.22) 
Party ID 
-0.01 
-0.14 0.12 
(0.07) 
White Affect 
-0.02 
-0.04 -0.01 
(0.01) 
Income 
0.02 
-0.02 0.06 
(0.02) 
Ideology 
-0.08 
-0.27 0.11 
(0.10) 
Age 
-0.01 
-0.02 0.01 
(0.01) 
Symbolic Racism 
-0.15 
-0.22 -0.08 
(0.03) 
Individualism 
0.21 
0.01 0.42 
(0.10) 
Constant 
0.80 
-0.90 2.49 
(0.86) 
    
N 733 
Log Likelihood -291.01 
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Table A.12 
 Logit Results for White‟s make better candidates 
 2008 
 
β 
(Standard Error) 
95% Confidence Interval 
Education 
-0.06 
-0.31 0.20 (0.13) 
Black Affect 
0.07 
0.05 0.10 (0.01) 
Political South 
-1.35 
-2.15 -0.56 (0.41) 
Party ID 
-0.03 
-0.27 0.21 (0.12) 
White Affect 
-0.05 
-0.07 -0.03 (0.01) 
Income 
0.00 
-0.08 0.07 (0.04) 
Ideology 
-0.16 
-0.50 0.19 (0.17) 
Age 
-0.02 
-0.05 0.00 (0.01) 
Symbolic Racism 
-0.04 
-0.16 0.08 (0.06) 
Individualism 
-0.05 
-0.41 0.31 (0.18) 
Constant 
6.04 
2.54 9.54 (1.79) 
    
N 734 
Log Likelihood -111.28 
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APPENDIX D 
CHAPTER 4 SUMMARY STATISTICS 
Table A.13 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Blacks Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 60.41 0.58 21.33 3.37 -0.36 
1966 60.14 0.66 22.02 3.24 -0.30 
1968 61.46 0.57 20.81 3.55 -0.41 
1970 58.51 0.61 21.72 3.61 -0.45 
1972 61.04 0.44 18.97 3.84 -0.38 
1974 63.02 0.54 19.69 3.58 -0.35 
1976 57.93 0.43 16.84 4.52 -0.38 
1980 60.45 0.55 18.47 4.11 -0.43 
1982 61.78 0.63 20.72 3.17 -0.13 
1984 62.34 0.51 19.65 3.24 -0.26 
1986 62.82 0.52 20.44 3.68 -0.48 
1988 57.49 0.53 19.16 3.88 -0.22 
1990 66.27 0.58 21.71 3.58 -0.62 
1992 61.32 0.44 17.84 3.88 -0.23 
1994 59.93 0.56 20.39 3.50 -0.27 
1996 62.82 0.50 16.96 3.48 -0.05 
1998 65.87 0.65 19.16 2.89 -0.02 
2000 64.26 0.59 19.52 3.45 -0.30 
2002 65.34 0.60 18.91 2.78 0.03 
2004 68.56 0.65 17.57 2.65 -0.08 
2008 65.47 0.57 18.54 2.88 0.01 
Total 61.96 0.12 19.76 3.58 -0.30 
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Table A.14 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Whites Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 85.20 0.43 15.80 3.39 -1.24 
1966 84.25 0.49 16.57 3.37 -1.18 
1968 81.22 0.47 17.29 2.31 -0.80 
1970 77.87 0.51 18.22 2.73 -0.67 
1972 78.95 0.39 16.68 2.27 -0.64 
1974 78.84 0.47 17.22 2.45 -0.64 
1976 73.94 0.42 16.76 1.92 -0.16 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 76.69 0.49 16.66 1.90 -0.35 
1982 72.88 0.58 19.04 1.97 -0.17 
1984 74.40 0.44 17.04 2.32 -0.33 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 73.06 0.51 18.51 1.77 -0.14 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 70.86 0.44 17.86 1.94 0.01 
1994 71.10 0.48 17.67 2.35 -0.10 
1996 70.24 0.50 16.88 1.97 0.11 
1998 69.27 0.63 18.71 2.09 0.06 
2000 72.49 0.56 18.59 2.43 -0.32 
2002 68.18 0.59 18.68 2.25 0.01 
2004 72.88 0.68 18.41 2.76 -0.46 
2008 72.36 0.57 18.37 1.69 -0.06 
Total 75.34 0.12 18.14 2.07 -0.36 
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Table A.15 
 Northern White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Blacks Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 61.01 0.66 21.68 3.25 -0.34 
1966 61.01 0.75 22.16 3.23 -0.34 
1968 62.39 0.64 20.49 3.54 -0.36 
1970 60.38 0.69 21.20 3.67 -0.44 
1972 61.90 0.49 18.27 3.75 -0.28 
1974 63.61 0.63 19.63 3.60 -0.33 
1976 58.25 0.46 15.98 4.64 -0.30 
1980 60.22 0.62 17.86 4.05 -0.32 
1982 61.31 0.73 20.55 3.18 -0.07 
1984 63.03 0.57 19.56 3.20 -0.25 
1986 63.40 0.59 20.13 3.57 -0.43 
1988 57.90 0.58 18.26 4.01 -0.13 
1990 67.15 0.64 21.11 3.50 -0.58 
1992 61.62 0.48 17.24 3.93 -0.17 
1994 60.31 0.64 19.78 3.57 -0.21 
1996 62.50 0.58 16.59 3.46 0.04 
1998 64.86 0.78 19.50 3.17 -0.07 
2000 64.81 0.66 18.52 3.00 -0.06 
2002 66.02 0.68 18.28 2.20 0.19 
2004 68.52 0.72 17.02 2.49 0.00 
2008 64.95 0.72 18.15 3.02 0.06 
Total 62.34 0.14 19.37 3.55 -0.25 
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Table A.16 
 Northern White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Whites Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 83.74 0.50 16.43 2.92 -1.06 
1966 83.24 0.57 16.94 3.13 -1.07 
1968 79.82 0.54 17.56 1.97 -0.64 
1970 77.28 0.59 18.16 2.61 -0.60 
1972 77.46 0.45 16.79 2.17 -0.54 
1974 77.69 0.56 17.51 2.42 -0.56 
1976 72.87 0.48 16.83 1.95 -0.09 
1980 75.83 0.58 16.75 1.79 -0.29 
1982 70.96 0.68 19.16 2.09 -0.07 
1984 73.88 0.49 16.72 2.04 -0.22 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 72.26 0.59 18.62 1.62 -0.05 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 69.52 0.50 17.73 2.09 0.09 
1994 69.79 0.57 17.55 2.63 -0.06 
1996 69.04 0.58 16.50 1.92 0.23 
1998 68.37 0.74 18.70 2.29 0.07 
2000 71.95 0.65 18.41 2.34 -0.25 
2002 68.61 0.68 18.19 2.22 -0.01 
2004 72.21 0.78 18.31 2.92 -0.44 
2008 70.56 0.72 18.17 1.80 0.06 
Total 74.41 0.14 18.11 2.04 -0.29 
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Table A.17 
 Southern White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Blacks Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 58.13 1.18 19.80 3.92 -0.54 
1966 56.93 1.36 21.23 3.38 -0.21 
1968 58.26 1.24 21.56 3.44 -0.53 
1970 53.23 1.22 22.34 3.46 -0.46 
1972 58.22 1.01 20.86 3.71 -0.51 
1974 61.36 1.09 19.77 3.52 -0.40 
1976 56.69 1.08 19.73 3.84 -0.47 
1980 61.06 1.15 20.04 4.13 -0.67 
1982 62.99 1.21 21.15 3.21 -0.28 
1984 60.00 1.08 19.81 3.36 -0.30 
1986 61.25 1.03 21.19 3.85 -0.56 
1988 56.30 1.18 21.57 3.39 -0.35 
1990 63.30 1.31 23.41 3.55 -0.66 
1992 60.37 0.98 19.62 3.60 -0.34 
1994 58.99 1.11 21.83 3.28 -0.35 
1996 63.59 0.98 17.80 3.51 -0.25 
1998 68.27 1.14 18.14 1.85 0.17 
2000 62.83 1.23 21.89 3.71 -0.62 
2002 63.66 1.24 20.31 3.53 -0.20 
2004 68.70 1.40 19.22 2.87 -0.26 
2008 66.23 0.94 19.10 2.70 -0.06 
Total 60.88 0.25 20.80 3.56 -0.41 
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Table A.18 
 Southern White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Whites Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 90.77 0.69 11.59 7.86 -2.28 
1966 87.91 0.94 14.62 4.77 -1.68 
1968 86.03 0.88 15.38 4.71 -1.53 
1970 79.54 1.00 18.32 3.19 -0.91 
1972 83.85 0.74 15.36 3.02 -1.06 
1974 82.11 0.88 15.95 2.61 -0.89 
1976 77.93 0.86 15.91 1.94 -0.41 
1980 79.02 0.92 16.21 2.30 -0.54 
1982 77.83 1.02 17.82 1.67 -0.39 
1984 76.19 0.98 18.00 3.16 -0.69 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 75.37 0.98 18.02 2.39 -0.42 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 75.02 0.87 17.62 1.61 -0.21 
1994 74.34 0.89 17.57 1.69 -0.19 
1996 73.11 0.97 17.44 2.20 -0.18 
1998 71.40 1.16 18.60 1.58 0.03 
2000 73.90 1.07 19.01 2.71 -0.50 
2002 67.15 1.21 19.83 2.28 0.07 
2004 74.94 1.35 18.62 2.35 -0.54 
2008 75.04 0.90 18.36 1.61 -0.26 
Total 78.00 0.23 17.94 2.25 -0.58 
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Table A.19 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Hispanics Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1976 54.33 0.42 15.45 5.35 -0.18 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 56.17 0.58 18.65 4.09 -0.30 
1982 . . . . . 
1984 57.99 0.53 19.92 3.45 -0.14 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 54.02 0.53 18.80 4.11 -0.07 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 58.34 0.44 17.74 3.84 -0.09 
1994 59.15 0.60 21.67 3.42 -0.32 
1996 61.09 0.52 17.36 3.47 0.00 
1998 . . . . . 
2000 62.73 0.59 19.49 3.26 -0.11 
2002 62.41 0.59 18.52 2.75 0.28 
2004 66.31 0.67 18.36 2.98 -0.17 
2008 62.57 0.61 19.87 3.27 -0.15 
Total 59.08 0.17 19.07 3.64 -0.10 
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Table A.20 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Catholics Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 66.25 0.62 22.93 2.94 -0.42 
1966 64.44 0.74 24.69 2.76 -0.39 
1968 64.91 0.62 22.80 2.92 -0.37 
1970 . . . . . 
1972 67.77 0.46 19.46 3.04 -0.30 
1974 . . . . . 
1976 63.07 0.46 17.60 3.25 0.21 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 . . . . . 
1982 . . . . . 
1984 62.79 0.52 19.97 3.19 -0.17 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 63.29 0.55 19.89 3.01 0.00 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 64.16 0.47 18.85 3.01 0.00 
1994 . . . . . 
1996 . . . . . 
1998 . . . . . 
2000 67.11 0.60 19.82 3.15 -0.30 
2002 62.67 0.64 20.29 3.31 -0.32 
2004 68.42 0.75 20.49 3.31 -0.60 
2008 65.57 0.58 18.85 2.52 0.08 
Total 64.95 0.17 20.54 3.07 -0.24 
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Table A.21 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Jews Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 62.30 0.55 20.51 3.21 -0.13 
1966 64.56 0.62 20.78 2.88 -0.14 
1968 63.96 0.57 20.70 2.95 -0.11 
1970 . . . . . 
1972 66.50 0.44 18.42 2.97 -0.18 
1974 . . . . . 
1976 57.47 0.46 17.74 4.36 -0.07 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 . . . . . 
1982 . . . . . 
1984 . . . . . 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 62.52 0.52 18.67 3.20 0.13 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 64.25 0.44 17.85 3.06 0.04 
1994 . . . . . 
1996 . . . . . 
1998 . . . . . 
2000 66.46 0.58 19.14 3.06 -0.18 
2002 63.93 0.58 18.58 2.98 0.00 
2004 67.88 0.68 18.48 2.67 -0.13 
2008 64.75 0.57 18.51 2.47 0.27 
Total 63.84 0.16 19.21 3.10 -0.05 
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Table A.22 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Big Business Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 60.24 0.58 21.63 3.14 -0.20 
1966 59.67 0.59 19.96 3.33 -0.13 
1968 59.01 0.54 19.88 3.49 -0.20 
1970 . . . . . 
1972 53.63 0.47 19.55 3.49 -0.35 
1974 47.34 0.64 23.06 2.72 -0.23 
1976 48.74 0.53 20.74 2.97 -0.21 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 51.70 0.65 21.56 2.90 -0.29 
1982 . . . . . 
1984 51.08 0.52 19.80 3.58 -0.36 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 54.09 0.56 20.22 3.44 -0.30 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 53.72 0.46 18.82 3.49 -0.21 
1994 55.57 0.53 19.73 3.39 -0.36 
1996 53.28 0.51 17.42 3.55 -0.30 
1998 . . . . . 
2000 54.45 0.57 19.31 3.44 -0.30 
2002 48.19 0.56 18.31 3.23 -0.22 
2004 53.66 0.77 21.14 2.94 -0.27 
2008 51.29 0.64 20.92 3.03 -0.14 
Total 53.51 0.14 20.47 3.28 -0.25 
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Table A.23 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Labor Unions Statistics 
Year Mean SE(Mean) SD Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 57.50 0.69 25.69 2.64 -0.26 
1966 56.98 0.77 25.67 2.63 -0.29 
1968 55.57 0.64 23.62 2.87 -0.17 
1970 . . . . . 
1972 54.50 0.52 21.72 3.14 -0.26 
1974 51.94 0.67 24.01 2.75 -0.23 
1976 45.32 0.55 21.45 2.98 -0.10 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 52.20 0.67 22.54 3.06 -0.33 
1982 . . . . . 
1984 52.68 0.61 23.49 2.81 -0.20 
1986 49.20 0.66 26.44 2.44 -0.18 
1988 53.02 0.66 24.07 2.84 -0.32 
1990 52.37 0.71 26.54 2.48 -0.20 
1992 51.13 0.57 23.07 2.90 -0.19 
1994 51.58 0.64 23.60 2.86 -0.23 
1996 51.11 0.63 21.20 3.16 -0.24 
1998 52.44 0.78 23.39 2.84 -0.22 
2000 53.93 0.67 22.56 3.04 -0.29 
2002 51.03 0.64 20.52 3.21 -0.19 
2004 55.11 0.79 21.59 2.93 -0.14 
2008 51.49 0.72 23.38 2.86 -0.15 
Total 52.45 0.15 23.70 2.84 -0.21 
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Table A.24 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Liberals Statistics 
Year Mean S.E.(Mean) S.D. Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 52.43 0.55 20.20 4.05 -0.14 
1966 49.66 0.57 19.17 4.32 -0.43 
1968 50.29 0.53 19.45 4.08 -0.34 
1970 41.30 0.70 23.86 2.53 -0.20 
1972 51.88 0.49 19.58 3.65 -0.50 
1974 52.56 0.57 19.74 3.74 -0.44 
1976 50.74 0.48 17.82 4.13 -0.56 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 49.87 0.63 20.56 3.44 -0.51 
1982 45.13 0.68 21.98 3.00 -0.41 
1984 55.13 0.52 19.71 3.34 -0.20 
1986 51.37 0.54 21.29 3.29 -0.45 
1988 49.97 0.55 19.48 3.64 -0.36 
1990 52.99 0.58 21.16 3.57 -0.41 
1992 49.27 0.50 20.03 3.32 -0.43 
1994 48.20 0.62 22.71 2.87 -0.29 
1996 49.84 0.61 20.47 3.15 -0.38 
1998 50.11 0.71 21.09 3.36 -0.32 
2000 53.74 0.63 21.18 3.30 -0.27 
2002 49.69 0.62 19.95 3.34 -0.30 
2004 54.22 0.77 20.91 3.13 -0.19 
2008 52.42 0.67 21.41 3.19 -0.16 
Total 50.55 0.13 20.74 3.45 -0.37 
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Table A.25 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Conservatives Statistics 
Year Mean S.E.(Mean) S.D. Kurtosis Skewness 
1964 57.82 0.52 19.12 3.68 0.07 
1966 56.22 0.56 18.81 4.09 -0.04 
1968 57.29 0.51 18.63 3.74 0.01 
1970 53.92 0.62 21.34 3.47 -0.31 
1972 62.57 0.44 17.78 3.70 -0.33 
1974 62.35 0.53 18.45 3.44 -0.16 
1976 59.87 0.44 16.46 3.77 0.03 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 63.14 0.54 17.76 3.50 -0.22 
1982 53.94 0.61 19.81 3.64 -0.25 
1984 60.27 0.50 18.93 3.37 -0.32 
1986 58.62 0.50 19.63 3.33 -0.28 
1988 62.05 0.51 18.36 3.32 -0.27 
1990 59.37 0.54 19.63 3.36 -0.23 
1992 56.18 0.44 17.87 3.53 -0.04 
1994 60.74 0.56 20.34 2.94 -0.19 
1996 59.19 0.54 18.24 3.09 -0.11 
1998 56.74 0.69 20.63 3.28 -0.27 
2000 58.78 0.59 19.75 3.37 -0.23 
2002 59.05 0.61 19.60 3.28 -0.30 
2004 60.15 0.78 21.14 2.99 -0.35 
2008 60.78 0.61 19.81 3.13 -0.13 
Total 59.05 0.12 19.22 3.45 -0.21 
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Table A.26 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Gays and Lesbians Statistics 
Year Mean S.E.(Mean) S.D. Kurtosis Skewness 
1984 29.20 0.69 26.34 2.20 0.41 
1986 . . . . . 
1988 28.29 0.71 25.78 2.18 0.39 
1990 . . . . . 
1992 36.78 0.65 26.44 2.11 0.02 
1994 34.96 0.78 28.72 2.01 0.22 
1996 39.15 0.78 26.48 2.23 -0.04 
1998 44.55 0.91 27.33 2.42 -0.14 
2000 47.57 0.80 26.63 2.55 -0.21 
2002 46.70 0.78 24.84 2.72 -0.18 
2004 48.97 0.97 26.48 2.58 -0.31 
2008 49.10 0.83 26.85 2.62 -0.27 
Total 39.24 0.26 27.67 2.17 0.02 
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Table A.27 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of People on Welfare Statistics 
Year Mean S.E.(Mean) S.D. Kurtosis Skewness 
1976 50.00 0.51 19.82 3.40 -0.30 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 49.35 0.66 21.67 3.15 -0.22 
1982 . . . . . 
1984 50.51 0.54 20.71 3.35 -0.15 
1986 47.37 0.54 21.52 3.15 -0.30 
1988 47.39 0.54 19.44 3.66 -0.22 
1990 48.01 0.61 22.98 2.93 -0.29 
1992 48.87 0.47 19.15 3.59 -0.44 
1994 43.60 0.61 22.41 2.79 -0.18 
1996 49.06 0.55 18.41 3.46 -0.14 
1998 . . . . . 
2000 50.77 0.60 19.86 3.46 -0.15 
2002 52.47 0.58 18.45 3.61 0.18 
2004 54.41 0.69 18.79 3.36 0.04 
2008 52.38 0.61 19.76 3.52 -0.03 
Total 49.22 0.16 20.53 3.37 -0.23 
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Table A.28 
 White Feeling Thermometer Scores of Poor People Statistics 
Year Mean S.E.(Mean) S.D. Kurtosis Skewness 
1972 71.75 0.38 16.43 3.20 -0.41 
1974 75.29 0.47 17.11 3.63 -0.65 
1976 69.60 0.42 16.80 3.41 -0.34 
1978 . . . . . 
1980 72.65 0.52 17.31 3.59 -0.53 
1982 . . . . . 
1984 70.13 0.47 18.00 2.74 -0.19 
1986 70.32 0.46 18.17 3.13 -0.29 
1988 66.38 0.50 17.97 3.01 -0.08 
1990 73.35 0.50 18.63 3.02 -0.51 
1992 68.35 0.41 16.64 2.86 -0.05 
1994 69.84 0.48 17.60 2.80 -0.15 
1996 67.92 0.49 16.58 2.75 0.06 
1998 69.37 0.62 18.52 2.44 -0.03 
2000 68.72 0.57 18.88 2.87 -0.26 
2002 64.92 0.57 17.84 2.64 0.21 
2004 71.58 0.64 17.50 2.85 -0.31 
2008 69.83 0.55 17.91 2.22 0.02 
Total 70.09 0.12 17.73 2.88 -0.23 
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APPENDIX E 
 
CHAPTER 6 ALTERNATE ALLOCATIONS 
 
 
 
Figure A.1  Allocated Distributions of Self-placements 
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Black Bars = African-Americans / Grey Bars = Whites 
 
Figure A.2  Allocated Distributions of Self-Placements by Race 
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Affect by Education (A.A. or less=Black, B.A.=Grey, Graduate=White) 
 
Figure A.3  Allocation Results by Education 
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Affect towards Blacks by Ideology (L=Black, M=Grey, C=White) 
 
Figure A.4  Allocation Results by Ideology 
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 (Weekly=Black, Occasionally=Grey, Rarely/ Never=White) 
 
Figure A.5  Allocation Results by Religious Service Attendance 
 
  
208 
 
 
Black Bars = Men / Grey Bars = Women 
 
Figure A.6  Allocated Distributions of Self-Placements by Gender 
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